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1 Introduction
PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Mountain MetroFare Study is a comprehensive analysis of Mountain Metro’scurrentfare
system, including fare structure, policies, and technologies for both fixed-route and demand-
response transit services. I tbuildsuponthe last fare study completedin 2012. Thefirstphase of
this study included a comprehensive evaluation of Mountain Metro’sexisting fare structure,
pricing,and policies, a scan of newfare technologies, a review of peer agenciesand fare-related
practices, and input from stakeholders.

This report providesrecommendationsfor fare pricing and structure, fare policy changes, and
fare-related technology for Mountain Metro. Fare recommendations incorporate resultsfrom
reviewing national best practices, evaluation of fare scenarios, and refining conceptswith
Mountain Metrostaff. Key recommendations include: adjustments to base fare and passpricing,
offeringa newmobile ticketing option, providing new reduced fare pass o ptions, improvements to
the transfer policy, establishingnewpolicies, and expansionofbulk pass programswith
employers, colleges,and universitiesin Colorado Springs.

FARE STUDY GOALS

The overall purpose of the study is to evaluate the current condition of Mountain Metro’sfare
structure and policiesand to develop recommendationsto improve the customer experience,
increaseridership, minimize impactsto fare revenue and collections, simplify fare payments by
reducing reliance on cash, and enhance equity among passengers.

Specificgoalsandobjectivesforthe fare study are summarized as follows:

= Makefareslesscomplicatedfor currentandnewriders. The fare system should
be simpleto use for existing ridersand not intimidate newriders.

= Improvefare structure and match toservice quality. Thisreviewstheexisting
fare structure, including pass optionsand pricing, to identify if changesare warranted or
necessary to support recommended changes in fare media. Mountain Metro is rebuilding
from service cuts thatwere made during the recession, witha focusonincreasing
frequency. Thereare nowseveral routes with 15-minute service frequency for the first
time. Asservices are enhanced, the agency would like to ensure that fares alignwith
service quality.

= Investigate new faretechnologies. This study will look atboth short- and long- term
ideas for newtechnologiessuchas mobile ticketingand provide recommendations for
Colorado Springs.
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I mprove operationsand speedupboarding. Assess opportunities to speed up
boarding and improve operations by speeding up the paymentprocess atthe front door.
Improvementsto operationshave a positive impact on ridership.

Evaluate fare media. I dentify the mostappropriate fare mediafor Mountain Metro
and evaluate waysto reduce cash payments. Nearly halfofallfaresare paidin cash,and
many customers are payingin pennies, nickels, and dimes, whichslows downthe
boarding process.

Reduceconflictat the farebox. Reduce or minimize the potential for conflictwith
drivers atthefarebox.

Ensureequitability. Ensuringequity at the fareboxamongpassengers is a goalof this
project. Thisstudywilllookat fareboxevasionand the prevalence of people paying short
fares. The study will also assess the use of fixed-route transit for free by ADA-eligible
passengers withan eye to equity among passengers.

Be consciousoflow-income ridership. Much of Mountain Metro’s current ridership
base is lowincome,andcurrentriders oftenexpress that it is very expensive for themto
ride.

I ncrease ridershipand minimizelostrevenue. Itis moreimportanttogain
ridership thanrevenue as anoutcome of this study. I ncreasing ridership with no impact
onrevenue is an acceptable outcome, but keeping the sameridershipand reducing
revenuewouldnotbe.

Compare Mountain Metrowith peers. Review practicesofpeeragenciesand
national trends, including best practices for student pass programsanda reviewof
Mountain Metro's newstudent passprogramto makesureitis onthe mark. The fare
study will provide factsand a comparison with peer agenciesthat can be usedto support
future changesto farestructure or policy

REPORT ORGANIZATION

This Final Report is a presentation of findings and recommendations from the Mountain Metro
Fare Study. Inadditionto this I ntroduction, the report is organized into four chapters:

Chapter 2 Existing Conditions. Thischapter summarizesthekey findings from the
Existing Conditions report. Itincludeskey takeaways regarding Mountain Metro’s fare
structureandpolicies, peeranalysis, fare technology options, and stakeholder feedback.
Chapter 3 BestPractices. Thischapter provides anevaluationoffare policiesand best
practicesacrossthetransitindustry that are of particular interest to Mountain Metro.
Topicsaddressed include implementing fare adjustments, bulk passprograms, university
pass programs, service contractors and fare collection, and fare technology adoption.
Chapter 4 Fare Scenarios. Thissection introducesa range of fare scenarios to
demonstrate the ridershipand revenue impacts of potential fare structure and policy
changes.

Chapter 5 Recommendations. The final chapter providesfare recommendations that
incorporate resultsfrom reviewing national best practices, evaluation of fare scenarios,
and refining conceptswith Mountain Metro.

Appendix A King County Metro Fare Policy Manual provides a helpful example of
fare policy for service contractors.
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Appendix B Orange County Vendor Program Guidelines providesan example of
vendoragreementandguidelines for third-party retail sales.

Appendix C Existing Conditions Reportcontainsa thorough analysis of Mountain
Metro’sfarestructure andpolicies, a peer analysis, fare technology, and stakeholder
input.

Appendix D Mobile Ticketing RFP Memo discusses approachesto procurementofa

mobile ticketing platform that will meetthe short-andlong-term needs of Mountain
Metroanditscustomers.
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2 Key Takeaways from Existing
Conditions

This chapter summarizes the key findings from the Existing Conditions report, including
takeaways regarding Mountain Metro’sfare structure and policies, peer analysis,andfare
technology options. A full copy of the Existing Conditions reportis provided in the A ppendix.

EXISTING CONDITIONS FINDINGS

Fare Structure Findings

Mountain Metrooffers single ride fares, ticketbooks,and unlimited ride passesfor fixed-route
and paratransit (Metro Mobility) services. The current Mountain Metrofare structure, including
fare type, fare category,and priceis detailed in Figure 2-1.

Figure2-1  Mountain Metro Fare Table (2017)

Fare Type | Adult | Special
Fixed-Route
Single Ride $1.75 $0.85
Transfer Free
Day Pass $4.00 N/A
20 Ride Ticket $32.00 $16.00
31 Day Ticket $63.00 N/A
Summer Haul Pass $25.00
Valid June-August (Under 18)
College Student Free
Metro Mobility Certified Free
Paratransit
Single Ride $3.50
10-In City Mobility Book $35.00
40-In City Mobility Book $140.00
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Cash Payments and Transfers are Widely Used among Mountain Metro Riders

Combined, singleridesandtransfersaccount for nearly 60% ofriders and 50% of revenues. Other
commonlyused fare productsare 31-Day and 20-Ride passes. Day passesare used by just6%of
all ridersandare not available for special (reduced) fare. Ridership by fare type is shownin Figure
2-2 below.

Metro Mobility Certified ridersriding fixed-route services for free in 2016 comprised 3.2%ofall
fixed-route passengers. According to swipe card dataanalyzed by Mountain Metro staff, 155 of
405 (38%) Metro Mobility clientsusingfixed-route services did notuse paratransitservice in the
previous one-year timeframe.

Figure2-2  Fixed-RouteRidershipand Revenue by Fare Type (2016)

201 6 Ridership 29%
2016 Revenue 49%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
OSingle Ride (Adult/Reduced) B Transfer ODay Pass
@20 Ride (Adult/Reduced) @31 Day B Summer Haul Pass

OADA-Cettified

Transfers offer benefits and drawbacks

The fare study considered whether MountainMetro  Figure2-3 ~ Mountain Metro Transfer Card
shouldeliminate free transfers. Eliminating paper T T e
_4"?

transferswould help reduce fare disputesandfare

evasion, reducedriverdelay in issuingtransfers, _

improve operations, speed up boarding, simplify _ MOUNTAIN METROPOLITAN TRANSIT
fares,and move toward industry directionof h “uxe

reducing use of paper transfersin favor of increased
pass use.

ES S R - i

Pass Distribution is Complicated for
Customers

Tickets areavailable to purchase in-person at Mountain Metro, at variousgrocery stores, online,
at ticketvending machines (TVMs),and onboard. Not all ticket products are available at all
outlets, however—whichmay be a barrierto use for some customers. Additionally, TVMs
frequently need repair. Fare product availability onboard, online, in stores,andat TVMsis
detailedin Figure 2-4.
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Figure2-4  Pass Distribution Networks

Fare Type In Stores

Fixed-Route

Single Ride Ticket - Adult v v v v
Single Ride Ticket - Special v

Transfer v

Day Pass (Adult) v v
20 Ride Ticket (Adult/Special) v v v
31 Day Ticket (Adulf) v v v
Summer Haul Pass v v

Paratransit

Single Ride v v v

10-In City Mobility Book v v

40-In City Mobility Book v v

Mountain Metro is Increasing Service Levelsin 2018

Mountain Metrois rebuilding fromservice cutsthat were made during the recession, with a focus
onincreasingfrequency. There are nowseveral routes with 15-minute service frequency for the
firsttime,andan 11%serviceincreaseis plannedforFall2018. The focusofthe 2018 service
changeis onincreasingfrequency onhighestridership routes, connecting importantcommunity
activity centers, enhancingon-time performance,and addingservice to job-access routes during
off-peak times. This increase willamountto atotal increasein service of66%since 2013. As
services are enhanced, Mountain Metrowould like to ensure that faresalign with service quality.

Figure2-5  Mountain Metro Annual RevenueHours, 2010-2018
200,000

180,000
160,000

140,000 \
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Peer Review Findings

Peer reviews are a useful technique to understand the “state of the practice” withregardto fare
levels, structures,andpolicies. The peer agencies were selected based on variousattributes,
includingservice area, service population, o perating characteristics, and feedback from Mountain
Metro staff. The six agencies included in the peer revieware:

T heRapid, Grand Rapids, Ml

Spokane T ransit Authority, Spokane, WA
Golden Empire Transit, Bakersfield, CA
ValleyRide, Boise, ID
LaneTransitDistrict, Eugene, OR

T ulsaT ransit, Tulsa, OK

Peer agencies were evaluated to provide currentand accurate informationabout fare structures
and policies atother comparable transitagenciesaround the country.

Figure2-6  PeerCity Map

E%WA
Eugene, OR
ugene . }\

) ¢

* Boise;ID
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Farebox Recovery is Declining but Still Higher Than Peers

The 2012 Fare Study recommended adoption of a 25% farebox recovery goal. Mountain Metro
farebox recovery ratio has beendecliningsince 2011, fromahighof26.6%in 2011t020.1%in
2016.However,as of 2015, Mountain Metro still has higher farebox recovery ratio than all peers
except one (TheRapid in Grand Rapids, MI). The national average is around 23%.

Figure2-7  Mountain Metro Farebox Recovery Ratio— Fixed-Route

30% Average = 24%

o 25%
£
> 20%
o
2
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5
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<
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Figure2-8  PeerFarebox Recovery Ratio- Fixed-Route
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Base Fare of $1.75 is Comparable to Peers

Mountain Metro's base fare of $1.75 is comparable to peer agencies. Several agencies with higher
levels ofservice (bothridership andannual service hours) also have a base fare of $1.75.

Figure2-9  PeerBase Fares

$2.50

$2.00 Average = $1.65

Spokane, Grand  Eugene, OR Tulsa, OK  Colorado Bakersfield, Boise, ID
WA Rapids, MI Springs, CO CA
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Figure2-10 PeerBase Fare and Revenue Hours Comparison
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Passes are Not Priced Competitively

Pricing of Mountain Metro’spass productscanbe adjusted to make them more attractive to
riders. Mountain Metro’s 31-Day Passdiscount is significantly lower (and therefore, less
attractive) thandiscountsoffered by peeragencies.

31 Day passes are pricedat $63, meaninga customer would needto ride transit36timesina 31-
day period to break even, equivalent to 18 round trips ora “multiplier” of 36. Fora commuter
workingan average of 20 weekdays per month, thisallows two daysoff fromtaking transit. The
36 multiplieris at the upperedge ofatypical range seenaroundthe industry,anda lower
multiplier could helpincentivize pass use and reduce cash payments.

Mountain Metro's 31 Day passesare notavailable for special (reduced) fare. Peeragencies,
includingBakersfield, Eugene,and Tulsa, offer reduced price day passes.

Figure2-11  Peer 31-Day Pass Pricingand Multipliers

Grand Rapids $1.75 $47.00 26.9
Spokane $2.00 $60.00 30.0
Bakersfield $1.55 $42.00 27.1
Boise $1.00 $36.00 36.0
Eugene $1.75 $50.00 28.6
Tulsa $1.75 $45.00 25.7
Colorado Springs $1.75 $63.00 36.0

20-Ride Pass is Unique among Peers

Mountain Metrohasthe opportunity toadjustpricingonthe 20-Ride passto make it more
attractive. Mountain Metro is the only agency among the peer group thatoffers a 20-Ride pass, at
adiscountfromthe base fare of9%. Eugene and Tulsa offer a 10-Ride pass with discounts ranging
from 9%to 20%. Grand Rapids, Spokane,and Tulsaoffera 7 -Day Pass.

Figure2-12  Peer Multi-Ride PassDiscounts

Multi-Ride Pass

Single Ride Multi-Ride Pass Discourt
(Adult) (Adult) (Adult)

$1.75

Spokane $2.00

Bakersfield $1.55

Boise $1.00

Eugene $1.75 $16.00 (10-Ride) 9%

Tulsa $1.75 $14.00 (10-Ride) 20%

Colorado Springs $1.75 $32.00 (20-Ride) 9%
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Peer Agencies have Varying Transfer Policies

Across the industry, Mountain Metro is unusual for offeringboth transfers anda day pass. The
trendhasbeen to phase outtransfersand replace themwithunlimited-ride hourly or day passes.
Half of peers offer a free transfer within 2-hourwindow, while the other half of peersdo not offer
free transfers. In2018, Grand Rapidsis changingitsfare structure to include new 90-minute,
paper-freetransfer time frame with e-fareand elimination of paper transferswith cashfare.

Figure2-13  Peer Agency Transfer Policies

Agency | Transfer Policy
Currently free for up to three boardings within 2 hours, not on same route.
Grand Rapids Changing in 2018 to free for 90 minutes if paid with e-fare.
No transfers for cash fare.
Spokane Free within two hour window
Bakersfield No transfers
Boise No transfers
Eugene No transfers
Tulsa Free within two hour window
Colorado Springs Free for two transfersin one direction within two hour window

Mobile Ticketing is Being Implemented by Peer Agencies

Bakersfield recently introduced a mobile ticketing app. The agency has seen higher-than-expected
ratesof mobileticketinguse, as wellas significantimprovementsin bus boarding performance
and daily cash-handlingefficiency.

Pennies are Not Accepted by Some Peer Agencies

Pennies slow downboarding as passengerscountout change atthe farebox. Peersin Spokane,
Bakersfield, and Eugene do notallow ridersto pay on-board cash fares with pennies.

Metro Mobility 40-Ride Pass is Unique among Peers

The Metro Mobility 40-Ride passis unique among peersbut decently utilized. Most peersoffera
10-Ridetrip booklet for paratransitservice, similar to Mountain Metro. Colorado Springs is
unigue in offeringa 40-Ride trip booklet for paratransit. Spokane also allows paratransit
passengers to payviasmartcard.

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. | 2-8
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Fixed-Route Free Rides for Metro Mobility are above Federal Requirements

All peersallowforreduced price orfreetravel on fixed-route service with an ADA card. Grand
Rapidsand Tulsa offer free ridesonfixed-route for ADA eligibleridersand PCAs, similar to
Mountain Metro. InGrand Rapids, use of thisservice varies by season, with more ADA eligible
riders using fixed-route servicesin warmer months. Grand Rapids paratransit fare also allows
free transfersto fixed-route services. Eugene requires ADA passengersto geta separate reduced
fare cardto ride fixed-route service. Under federal requirements, PCAs can be charged for rides
on fixed-route service.

Figure2-14  Peer Agency ParatransitFare Comparison

Paratransit 1- Pass Products Fixed-RouteFare for
Agency Ride Fare and Pricing PCAPolicies ADARIiders
. . PCAsride free on -
Grand Rapids $3.50 10-Ride $35 paratransitor fixed-route Free with ADA pass
Can use monthly
Monthly Pass $50 PCAsride free on paratransitpass on
Spokane $1.75 10-Ride $17.50 paratransit fixed route or pay
reduced fare
. PCAsride free on
Bakersfield $3 10-Ride $30 paratransit Reduced Fare
: PCAsride free on
Boise $2 None paratransitor fixed-route Reduced Fare
. Half are “easy pass”
Eugene $3.50 10-Ride $35 PCA:rrftreaEﬁ on requires separate pass
P with photo ID ($3)
. PCAsride free on .
Tulsa $3.50 10-Ride $35 paratransitor fixed-route Free with ADA pass
Colorado 10-Ride $35 PCAsride free on .
Springs $3.50 40-Ride $140 paratransitor fixed-route Free with ADA pass
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Fare Technology Findings

Adopting New Fare Technology Helps Meet Agency Goals for Fare Collection

Not all fare paymenttechnologiesachieve all of Mountain Metro’sfare goals, underscoringthe
importance of providing multiple options (Figure 2-15). Adopting newtechnology is a way to

provide additional options f

orfare payment.

Figure2-15 Fare Payment and Technology Summary

7=

>

.
Mobile Ticketing

Cash Swipe Card Smart Card
Currentportfolio v v - -
Origin-destination data - v v v
Safegaurds againstfare evasion - v v v
Simplifies distribution network - - X v
Requires technology upgrade - - v v
Allows for customer account - - v v
Reduces potential conflict at _ v v _

farebox
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Mountain Metro is Ready for Mobile Ticketing

Onboardsurvey resultsindicated that 54% of existing Mountain Metro customerswouldusea
mobile ticketingoption.! The fare study evaluated the prosand consofadopting mobile ticketing
in ColoradoSprings (Figure 2-16). Additional research indicates Mountain Metro may be ableto
lowerthebarrier of entry for newriders by offeringa mobile ticking option.

Allowingmore choicesforpurchasing fares and paying fares canattractriders (especially younger
peoplewho are more accustomed to innovative paymentoptions for other goods and services)
and reduce dwell times—therefore, speedingup service.

Figure2-16  Benefitsand Drawbacksof Mobile Ticketing Adoption

Fare Media | Benefits | Drawbacks

= Customer convenience = Nearly one-quarter (22%) of

n Opera]jona] Savings MMT customers do notown a

= Reduce delay in fare payment smariphone

= | ower farebox maintenance costs | " Reqm_r;s%ank gccountor

= Various options for validation g:;\?vzreg:jeczrlopmentcan be

. vV

Eae:zadrzzleclsa ailable on phone expensive

] uctsavai . .

Mobile Ticketing o e for addiionsl sales * RequiresWiFior data plan

outlets activate

Mobile Ticketing Options Vary in Scale and Cost

Mountain Metrohasseveral optionsforadopting mobile ticketing technology thatvaryin scale
and costdependingon the complexity of the mobile applicationitself, the farebox hardware used
to validate the mobile ticket, and the back-end software (Figure 2-17). Visual Validationrelies on
existingfarebox hardware and a mobile ticketing app that is shown to driversuponboarding.
Digital Validation uses the existing fareboxwith anadditional unitto validate passengers’ mobile
ticketsupon boarding. Digital Validation on Farebox requiresinstallation ofentirely new
fareboxesandthe highestcapital expenditures.

Figure2-17  Mobile Ticketing Options

Estimated Capital
Farebox Hardware Mobile Ticketing Expenditures
Option 1: Visual Existing Genfare Odyssey | la. Token TransitApp $0
S A

Validation Box (3 Edition) 1b. Genfare App $150,000
Option 2: Digital Existing Genfare Odyssey | 2a. External low-energy $16,500
Validation Box (3 Edition) Bluetooth beacons

2b. Genfare Fast Fare-E unit $342,000
Option 3: Digital New Genfare FastFare 3. Genfare digital validation $893,000
Validationon Farebox Box on farebox

! Mountain Metro Transit 2017 Rider Survey
https:/ /coloradosprings.gov/sites /default/files /2017 _survey_analysis_0.pdf
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Mountain Metro is Ready for Smart Cards, but Smart Card Adoption Requires
Significant Investment

Mountain Metro’s systemis ready for smartcard technology; however, adopting smart card
technology may notbe thebest use of funds. Offering anoptionthat is in many ways redundant to
swipecardmakestherolloutofasmartcardoption a difficultcost to justify.

Figure2-18 Benefitsand Drawbacksof Smart Card Adoption

Fare Media | Benefits | Drawbacks
= Account-based system, allows for | = Lack of distribution channels
user features like autoload and = Require investmentin
balance protection technology upgrade and
> = Canloadvalue online or over the infrastructure
phone = More fare options may lead to
= Faster boarding imes confusion for customers
Smart Card = Durability = Complexity for agency staf
= Enhance data collection

Mountain Metrohasseveral optionsforsmart card technology. The low-techoptionis to activate
smartcard functionality onexisting Genfare Odyssey fareboxes. Thiswould require upgrading
back-endsoftware to the Genfare LinkProgram software, for roughly $485,500. The high-tech
optionistopurchase new Genfare Fast Fare fareboxes aswell asupgrade to Genfare Link

Programsoftware. The capital expenditures for the high-tech optionare estimated at $1,532,600.

Figure2-19  Smart Card Options

Farebox Hardware

Smart Card Program

Estimated Capital

Expenditures

Option 1: LowTech Existing Genfare Odyssey | Activate smart card $485,800

Box (3 Edition) functionality

Genfare Link Program

Option 2: High Tech New Genfare FastFare Genfare Link Program $892,500 farebox

Box upgrade +

$640,000 Link
=$1,532,600 Total

Option 3: Noupgrade Existing Genfare Odyssey $0

Box (3 Edition)
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3 Best Practices

This chapter providesan evaluationoffare policiesand best practicesacross the transitindustry.
Topicsaddressed include guidelinesforimplementing fare adjustments, bulk pass programs,
university pass programs, service contractorsand fare collection, and fare technology adoption.

Key Takeaways

Bulk Pass and University Pass Programs

= Largeemployersin Colorado Springs (200employeesor more) thatare served by transit
represent low-hanging opportunitiesto expand the bulk pass program, increase revenue,
and boostridership.

= StudentPassprogramreimbursementstrategiescan be enrollment-based, ridership-
based, orservice-based

Service Contractors and Fare Collection

= MostU.S. transit agencies follow the Gross-Cost Contract Model, where transit agencies
own farerevenuesand contractorsare responsible for fare collectionand reconciliation.

= Inorderto incentivize full collectionof fares on fixed-route and paratransit, agencies can
implementfare policies that hold the contractor accountable for shortages in revenue.

= Many agencieshandlethe collectionoftheir multimediafare products, which reduces the
need for fare reconciliation, fare handling, and putsthe agenciesin greater control of
theirrevenue.

= Formanyagencies, farecollectionfor paratransit is notheavily enforced due to equity
concernsandthesmall fare recovery potential.

Fare Technology Adoption

* Mountain Metrocan save staff time and resources by movingforwardwithan RFP for
mobile ticketing services withoutthe use ofa pilot program.

= Pilot programsallow agenciesto roll out mobile ticketing quickly,and depending on
agency procurement policies, without a lengthy RFP process. However, a pilot program
meansthat Mountain Metro would have to go throughtwo procurement processes
insteadofone.

= Once adopted, offeringan initialdiscountcanattract ridersand help market newfare
technology.
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Vendor Return Policy

= Mountain Metrousesa paidin advance model for third-party retail passvendors. With
the paidin advance model,vendorsare often offereda discountfor large purchasesto
incentivize the partnershipwith the transit agency.Discountscan be offered at a flat
rate—e.g.,10%discountonallsales—oratiered rate based onthesize of theticketorder.

= Mostagenciesdo notprovidevendors withrefundson passes, butoffer the opportunity to
exchange pass products.

= Transitagencies canprovidevendorswitha Pass SalesAgreementand Program
Guidelinesto formalize the partnership.

GUIDELINES FOR FARE ADJUSTMENTS

Mountain Metrois interested in maintaining alignment between fare structure to service quality.
Mountain Metrois rebuilding fromservice cutsthat were made during the recession, with a focus
onincreasingfrequency. Asservices are enhanced, the agency would like to ensure that fares align
with service quality. Many agencies establish a transparent fare increase policy thatenables more
regularfareincreasesto stay in-linewithinflation, farebox recovery,and other revenue-related
trendsto addressthis. Several factorsneed to be considered whenraising fares, ranging from how
fares are perceived by the transitridingpublic, whether theyare “in-line” with peeragencies, to
what is the “appropriate” ratio between passenger fares and operating costs. Whenconsideringa
fare change,an agency may consider:

= Fareboxrecovery: Isthereasystemwide goalthat will drive future fare increases?

= Faretypes: Arethereopportunitiestosimplify orexpand fare optionswhen
implementing a fareincrease?

= Farecollection:Arethereopportunitiesto implement newtechnologies, practices, or
policies to streamline fare collection?

A new fare policy mustbalance multiple conflicting goals. Any changesto the existingfare
structure mustbalance the tradeoff betweenridershipand revenue. Forexample, althoughan
increasein fares would resultin higher revenuesfor Mountain Metro, it wouldalsoresultin a
decreasein ridership. One option is toinstitute a fareincrease schedule toimplementa fare
changeover multiple stepsoryearsto minimize thefinancial impact onridersandridership
impacts on theagency.

Likewise, prices for different fare mediashould be setwith the impactsto revenues and ridership
in mind. Price pointsfor differentfare media (suchas one-way fare, day passes,and monthly
passes) create different incentives for users and pass buyers. Other considerationsfor
implementing a fare increase include customer experience, technical operations, timing a change
in fares witha service change, financial processes, system operation,and accessibility to
vulnerable populations.

Ultimately, any changesin fare policy should be practical for Mountain Metro serviceandalign
with systemwide goals. Once agency goalsand desired outcomeshave beendetermined, thereare
several actionsthatshouldbetaken aspartofthe fare change process. These include:

= Involvethe public:Proposedfarechangesshouldinclude extensive public outreach, to
bothriders andnon-riders, to educate the public aboutany changesand obtain valuable
public feedback. The rationale forany fareincrease should be clearly messagedto the
public, aswell asany associated improvements.
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= Revisecustomerinformation:Oncechangeshavebeen agreed upon, customer
information (such aswebsites, brochures, apps) should be updatedin a timely manner.

= Monitorresults:allow opportunity to reviewandfine-tune the fare structure following
implementation.

Figure 3-1 providesan overviewofan agency’sapproach to fare changes.

Figure3-1  Phased Approachto Implementing Larger Fare Changes

Take
customer
feedback,

Implement
additional
phases of

Plan overall
fare change Implement

Adjust fare
change
program

observe
ridership
trends

program in initial phases
phases

fare change
program

BULK PASS PROGRAMS

Inrecentyears, growing numbersoftransit agencies have teamed with universities, employers, or
residential neighborhoods to provide bulktransit passes. These passes typically provide unlimited
rideson localorregional transitproviders for lowmonthly fees, oftenabsorbed entirely by the
employer,school, or developers.

A bulk passprogram providesa participating organizationfree or deeply discounted transitrides
for afinancialguarantee. These programsare slightly differentthan pass salessince they often
assumethat 100%ofan organization’s membersareeligible for the programwhether or notthey
regularlyuse public transportation. The benefit to major institutionsis thata well-designed
programprovidesa simple, packaged solution to help solve transportationaccessissues to their
organization. These typesofprograms can be implemented in differentways, butthe most
common financial contribution approachesinclude the following:

= Contribution determined by current employees, residential units, students, etc.as
reportedby the participating organization (fee may be differentfor students, faculty, or
staffatauniversity)
= Contribution determined by ridership
= Annualfixed fee (same price, regardless of institution size or usage)
Bulk transitpasses provide multiple benefits, as discussed in Figure 3-2. While bulk pass
programstendto beaffiliated with bus service, in most casestheyare part ofa broader multi-

modal transportation strategy thatincludesimproved bike programs, carshare programs,
carpooling/vanpoolingstrategies,and often, increased parking rates.
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Figure3-2  Bulk Pass Program Benefits

Beneficiary | Bulk Pass Benefit

Free accessto transit

Transit Riders Rewards existing riders, atracts new ones

For employeeswho drive, making existing transit free can effectively create convenientpark-
and-ride shutiles to existing underused remote parking areas

Provides a stable source of income

Transit Agencies | Increases transit ridership, helping to meet agency ridership goals

Can help improve cost recovery, reduce agency subsidy, and/or fund service improvements

Reduces traffic congestion and increases transit ridership

Communities — : :
Reduces existing, unmet, and future growth in parking demand
Bulk pass programs can benefit developers ifimplemented concurrently with reduced parking
requirements, which consequently lower construction costs

Developers Providing free cost transit passes for large developments provides an amenity that can help
atract renters or home buyers as partof a lifestyle marketing campaign appealing to those
seeking a “new urban lifestyle”

Employees/ Reduces demand for parking on-site

Employers Provides a tax-advantaged transportation benefit that can help recruitand retain employees

Source: City of Pasadena Traffic Reduction Strategies Study, 2007

Negotiations and Pricing

A review of existing bulk transit pass programs found thatthe annual per-employee feesare
between2%and 33%oftheretail price foran equivalent annual transit pass.2 The principle of
employeeorresidentialtransit passes is similar to that of group insurance plans—transitagencies
can offerdeepbulkdiscountswhensellingpassesto a large group with universal enrollment,on
the basisthat notall those offered the pass will actually use themregularly. Key to success is to
spreadthecostsofthetrips so thatthe cost per person remains quite low per person. The
reasoningbehindthe shared costis thatadditional transitriders benefitdriversby reducing
traffic and parking congestion.

Federal Tax Incentives

Thereare potential tax benefitsfor bothemployers and employees participating in employee pass
programs. Ifemployers fund the pass, it canbe offered asa benefitthat does notrequire payroll
taxes, and it qualifies asa tax-deductible business expense for the company. I fthe passis paid for
by theemployee, the payrollamountreservedforthe passis nolongertreated as taxable salary.
The IRSlimitforthe 2018tax year is up to $260/month peremployee for vanpool, bus, ferry,or
rail (all public transportation).

2 Sources:King County Metro ORCA Passport Program; AC Transit EasyPass; Denver RTD EcoPass
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Marketing

For bulk passprogramsto be successful, they mustbe successfully marketed. This is a measure
that costs little in relationto many other strategies, but canreap large rewards in increased
ridership and ultimately greenhouse gasreduction. Measuring the effects of marketing campaigns
can bedifficult, but in general makingsure the public is aware and knowledgeable aboutavailable
transit serviceis a critical step in attracting riders. Marketingshould capitalize onthe cost
benefitstoriders and the environmental benefitsassociated with the programandshouldinclude
informationabouthowto use transitand/or other transportation programs. A variety of
marketingstrategies are shownin Figure 3-3.

Figure3-3  Bulk Pass Marketing Strategies

Marketing Strategy | Program Description

An on-site information kiosk provides information on transit routes, schedules,
Information Kiosk and fares; carshare and vanpool ridematching services; bicycle maps and
resources; and other ways to help people travel by using alternative modes.

A Transportation Coordinator is a trained, designated employee on-site who is
Transportation Coordinator responsible for providing transportation options information to employeesand
facilitate employee surveying.

Individualized marketing campaigns typically target a neighborhood, corridor, or
employment site. These campaigns provide individualized marketing travel
options materials in a designated area to encourage people to use alternative
modes.

Individualized Marketing

Employer Bulk Pass Program Case Studies

Employerbulkpassesarea useful tool fora transit agency to create additional revenue sources
and attractchoice riders. Depending onthe number of passes offered, the program canoffer
discountsthatareattractive to employers.

Employersthat are unable or unwillingto cover the costs of transitbenefits canstill incentivize
employeesto purchase monthly passes throughthe pre-taxtransitbenefitprogram. Employers
can administer thisprogram either through a payroll service company, or ifthey use in-house
pay roll, by contracting througha commuter benefitprovider.

The structure of employer pass programs variesthroughoutthe U.S. Three examples—King
County Metro, Alameda-Contra Costa (AC) Transit,and Denver Regional Transportation District
(RTD)—offerbest practicesforpricingofpassprograms.

King County Metro ORCA Pass (Seattle, WA)

King County Metro offerstwo modelsof providing ORCA passesforemployeesthroughits
employer commute services program.

The ORCA business passport programis onlyavailable as an employer-provided benefit. The pass
provides a $5.75trip value thatis eligible anywhere ORCA cards are accepted. The business
passport isanannual transitpassthat mustbe purchased for all benefits-eligible employees.
Additionally, the employer mustsubsidize at least50% ofthe costofeach pass. Businesseswith
20-499 employees, or as fewas 5 employees for employers in downtown Seattle and Bellevue, pay
standard pricing. Businesses with over 500employeesreceive a subsidy and severaladd-ons
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includinga “homefree guarantee” (HFG), and 100%subsidy of vanpooland vanshare. Pricingis
basedonthelocationofthe company and estimated ridership. For example, a businesslocatedin
Seattle’s central business districtwould pay $706.76 per employee ona newcontract (and
$816.70in subsequentyears),equaltoa 7 2%discount froman equivalentannual passin thefirst
year and 67%discount in subsequent years.3

The ORCA businesschoice passprogramoffers monthly passes ore-purse depositsat retail
prices. Thereis norequirement to purchase passes for allemployees—employers may purchase as
many orasfew as needed. The pricing is based onthe length of the transit trip. For both
programs, the total monthly costs cannotexceed the federal limitof$260 per month.

AC Transit EasyPass (Bay Area, CA)

AC Transitdefinesits EasyPass programas beingestablished for a defined employee pool—for
example, all full-time employees or all employeeswho live in AC Transit'sservice

district. Accordingto AC Transitpolicy, employers mustprovide passes for all employeesin the
defined pool regardlessofcurrentoranticipated usage, and EasyPassis not refundable or
transferabletoanyoneelse.

Pricing of EasyPassis basedonatiered systemthatfactorsin the size of the participantpooland
leveloftransit service (Figure 3-4). Employers pay an annual per-participantprice based on the
matrix shown below. AC Transit offers a deep discount onemployer passes—ranging from 94%to
98%offthe retail price. In some cases, theannual costofthe Easy Passis lower thanthe retalil
costofa monthly pass. Employers canchoose to subsidize the costofthe pass (inpartorin
whole) orto pass the cost on to employeesas a group benefit.

Figure3-4  AC Transit EasyPass Pricing Structure (2015)

Annual Price Per Participant by Number of Program Participants

Levelof Transit 100-500 | 501-1,000 | 1,001-5,000 foogéo 10,001+
1 $121 $103 $86 $68 $51
2 $108 $93 $78 $64 $48
3 $93 $82 $69 $58 $45
4 $61 $70 $62 $53 $43

Source: AC Transit

*Level of Transit Service is a numerical score that reflects the frequency and concentration of commuter bus service available within the % mile of
worksite(s). Scores range from1-4 with 1representing the highest level of service and 4 the lowest. Only peak-hour service is considered when
calculating a score, and adjustments are made forgaps in service, impediments to pedestrian access, and whether the lines in the immediate viciniy
provide service to and from San Francisco or the Peninsula.

RTD EcoPass (Denver, CO)

Denver RTD's Business EcoPassprovides unlimited usage of RTD servicesandis an annual
transit pass purchased by a company and itsemployeesora collectionof residences. Similar to
ACTransit's policy, companies purchase the EcoPassforall full-time employeeswith anoptionto
include part-time employees. Transit service levels are also accounted for througha tiered pricing
structure (Figure 3-5). Pricing for businesses is determined by two factors—ocation of the

3 Based on July 2018 fares: $5.75 regional pass cost of $207 per month
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business (and correspondinglevelof service for that area) and total number of full-time
employeesortotal number of full/part-time employees onthe payroll. Contract minimum rates
apply forbusinesseswith a per-person rate thatequalsless thanthe contract minimum. The
resultingdiscount peremployee peryear rangesfrom71%to 97 %offthe retail price.4

Additionally, Boulder County offers a multi-year EcoPassdiscount (60% off of the first year's
purchase price,30% off of the secondyear's contractprice) to all businesses and neighborhoods
signingup for their initial EcoPass contract. EcoPassis tax deductible to employersandtax free to
employees.

Figure3-5  DenverRTD Business EcoPass Pricing Structure (2016)
Cost per Employee per Year (2016)
Service | Numberof ,\Cﬂf’nnlmﬁ 1-24 25-249 | 250-999 11%%% 2,000+
Level Area | Employees | ..\ | Employees | Employees | Employees Employees Employees
, 1-10 $1,150
S‘Eb(afgn 1120 | $2,300 $98 $85 $75 $64 $60
21+ $3,448
B: Major 1-10 $2,108
Transit 11-20 $4,215 $209 $189 $173 $160 $151
Centers 21+ $6,322
. 1-10 $2,874
g'e%f’,‘gptggg 1120 | $5.748 | 532 $493 $470 $459 $434
21+ $8,621
D:DIAand 1-10 $2,874
home 11-20 $5,748 $544 $522 $483 $470 $445
businesses 21+ $8,621

Source: Denver RTD

Bulk Pass Opportunities for Mountain Metro

Mountain Metrohasthe opportunity to expand their bulkpass programto large employersand
other readily identifiable groupsin the serviceareato provide bulk rate passesto employees.
Largeemployers in Colorado Springs (200employeesor more) thatare served by transitare
strongcandidates for participantsin a potential bulk pass program, whichwould increase revenue
and boostridership.

The adoption of mobile ticketing payment technology willbe prime opportunity for Mountain
Metroto markettheir bulkpass programto potential employers. Withthe adoptionofmobile
ticketing, itwill be eveneasier foremployersand Mountain Metro to distribute and track

organizationalusage of bulk passes. I nstead of delivering and distributing paper passesevery
month or year, passescan be reauthorized remotely.

The following listincludes select Colorado Springsemployerswithatleast200employees thatare
served by transit (within¥2-mile of an existing Mountain Metro route), representing potential

4 Calculated based on July 2018 Valupass pricing of $1,881 for regional/airport service.
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low-hanging o pportunities to expand the bulkpass program, increase revenue, and boost
ridership:

1. UCHealth—Memorial Health Systems

2. Verizon Wireless

3. Children’s Hospital Colorado

4. United Services Automobile Association (USAA)
5. Cobham Semiconductor Solutions

6. EviCoreHealthcare

7. Focusonthe Family

8. PeakVista Community Health Centers

9. Penrose-St. Francis/CenturaHealth

10. Western Forge

11. Y MCA ofthe Pikes PeakRegion

Finally, military employers including FortCarson, the U.S. Air Force Academy, and Peterson Air
Force Base are some of the largestemployers in the state.

UNIVERSITY PASS PROGRAMS

University pass programs canbe mutually beneficial partnershipsfor both transitagenciesand
institutionsofhigher education. For transit agencies, these partnershipscan effectively boost
ridership and guarantee a relatively steady stream of funding. Conversely, collegesand
universitiesare able to toutthe programto studentsas a convenient and cheaper alternative to
driving and parking, and as a way to improve livability by reducing congestion oncampus. For
many universities, the need for campustransitservicesgrewas a sustainable and economic
alternative to providing parking.5s

Revenue Sources for StudentPass Programs

The most common partnership betweena university and a transitagency is through a service
contract. The majority of these involve some formofa prepaid or unlimited accessservice,
whereby students (and sometimesfaculty /staff) gainaccess to service thatis funded by any
combination of student fees, parking permits, parking fees, and university general funds. Student
fees (themost prevalent source of funding for these partnerships) canrange fromless than$10to
well over $50per semester.6 For mostuniversitiesthat pay for transitwith student fees, the fee
per studentmustbe approved by a student referendum, with many of these agreementsrequiring
periodic referendums to renewstudent fees. According to a Transportation Cooperative Research
Program (TCRP) reportontransitservices on college campuses, passing this referendum s one of

5 The national average for structured parking construction is $19,000 per space (Carl Walker, 2016, Mean Construction
Costs, Carl Walker Consulting)

¢ The University of Florida, for example, charges a mandatory Transportation Access Fee of $7.88 per credit hour (as of
2013), which serves to fund the university’s $62.94 per service hour payment to the Regional Transit System. Full-time

students typically enroll for 12 to 15 credits per semester and subsequently pay fees ranging from approximately $94
to $118.
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the mostimportant, yet most time consuming, stepstoward expanding transitservicefor
university students.”

Inaddition, many universitiesuse revenue generated from parking permits and feesto
supplement (orservein place of) student feesthat support transit o perations. Using parking
revenue to fund university transit operationsmakessense logistically (shuttle services often
connectwith student parking), financially (parking funds are typically stable sourcesofrevenue),
and philosophically (universities that wantto discourage drive-alone tripscan do so by
incentivizingtransitand charging for parking).

Cost Reimbursement Methods for StudentPass Programs

Therearethree primary methodsforreimbursingtransitagenciesforthe costofprovidingtransit
servicetostudents.

EnrollmentBased. The mostcommontype of reimburse ment method between universities
and transitagenciesis similar to the onesbetween Mountain Metro and Colorado College (CC)
and University of Colorado atColorado Springs (UCCS). Inthese cases, the university paysone
lump sum peryear based on the number of students (and faculty and staff, if they are also partof
the agreement) thatwillbeeligible to access transitservice for“free.”

Ridership Based. Another strategy is for universities to make paymentsbased onactual usage
levels (typically at a discounted rate). One example is the University of California, Los Angeles
(UCLA) BruinGO! Transit program. For $33 per quarter, students areable toride all routes on
Santa Monica Big Blue Bus and Culver CityBus. Foreach ride, UCLA reimburses the transit
agencyatadiscounted rate of 84%. Enrolled studentswho do notoptinto the program canstill
ride forareducedfareor“co-pay” (currently $0.50) with UCLA reimbursingthe agency forthe
remainder ofthe discounted fare (currently $0.34). The “co-pay” option is notavailable during
Summer Quarter.

Service Based. One final method s for universities to reimburse the transitagency basedonthe
amountofservice provided. Paymentbased on service provided is typically negotiated explicitly
(i.e., settingan hourly rate) orimplicitly (i.e., both sidesconsidering required service hoursbut
negotiating specific dollaramounts). Michigan State University hasan agreementwith the Capital
AreaTransportation Authority (CATA) thatincludescosting methodology to determine cost per
hourforfixed-routeand paratransitservice. CATA operates 23 fixed routes, five ofwhichserve
campus on weekdays. Studentscan electto purchase a semester pass ($50) to access unlimited
ridesfrom Augustto December or January to Mid-June. Studentswho do not purchase the pass
are still eligible for discounted fares, monthly passes, or 10-Ride passes. Finally, CATA also offers
a$20 semester passthatis good only on a special route thatserves acommuter lot and Central
Campus.

Mountain Metro's current agreements with local universitiesare mostsimilar to the Enrollment
Based model. ColoradoCollege pays Mountain Metro a flat rate of five dollarsperenrolled
student, per semester. Theinitial agreement between Mountain Metro and University of Colorado
at Colorado Springs (UCCS) wasa lump sumagreement, with UCCS paying MountainMetroa
lump sumfeeregardlessofenrollmentnumbers. The contract notesthat future term payments

7 TCRP Synthesis 39, Transportation on College and University Campuses: A Synthesis of Transit Practice.
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may be calculated on a registered studentbasis. I nreturn, Mountain Metro provides detailed
studentridership reportsto the universities.

Figure 3-6 describesthe three main methods for universities contributing to transitagencies, with
prosandcons astheyrelate to the currentagreementsbetween Mountain Metroandarea

universitiesand colleges.

Reimbursement MethodsPros and Cons

Pros

Processis well established
and fees are already agreed
upon

Relatively stable funding

Cons
Funds may not be commensurate with
level of service offered or level of use

Renegotiating student fees can be
difficult

Service unlikely to expand if funding
remains the same

Proportionalto actual usage

Could boost revenue for
Mountain Metro

Percentage increases/decreases may be
more volatile than changesin enrollment

May require post-processing
Would likely resultin higher student fees

Figure 3-6

Contribution | Method

Enrollment | University paysa

Based lump sum
determined by
anticipated
enroliment

Ridership University

Based reimburses agency
based on actual or
projected usage

Service University pays

Based agency cost per hour
for service

Proportionalto actual
services offered

Could boost revenue for
Mountain Metro

Could allow Mountain Metro
to easily expand service for
area universities and
colleges

Mountain Metro would need to develop
methodology to indicate which
routes/trips are primarily studentoriented

Would likely resultin higher student fees

SERVICE CONTRACTORS AND FARE COLLECTION

Agenciesaroundthe country utilize a variety of strategiesto manage, track, and incentivize fare
collectionby their contractors. Thissectionreviewsthe industry standards and best practices for
fare revenue handling for fixed-route and paratransit services when those servicesare provided
by athird-party contractor. Topics include howagencies manage their contracts, who collectsfare
revenue across fare media, how passenger fare policies are enforced, and how revenue
managementis handled in the case ofa change in contractors.

Transit Contracting Models

Therearethree categoriesof modelsin transit contracting:

= Gross-Cost. Operator providesservice fora specified periodoftimeat asetfee. All
revenue collected forthe service is owned by theagency. The agency sets the fareand the
servicearea. With thiscontract, the operator has little incentive to pay sufficient attention

to revenuecollection.

= Net-Cost. Operator providesservice foraspecified period of timeandretains all
revenue. Theagency paysthe operator a subsidy if the service is notprofitable or a royalty
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if the serviceis profitable. With thiscontract, if the operator estimates high financial risk,
they will be more concerned with cost savings than providinga good service.

= Quality-Incentive. Operator provides serviceand is paida share of system revenues
basedona negotiated formula relating to service measures, suchas distance traveled or
customers served. With thiscontract, the operator is mostlikely to have the strongest
interestin providing the bestservice theycan, butit may bedifficulttoengagea
contractorinaservicethathashighrisk.8
Similarto mostagencies, Mountain Metro’s paratransitcontractingmodel followsthe structure of
agross-costmodel. Some agencies have developed ways to hold the contractorsaccountable for
fare collection, suchas throughincreased monitoring, incentivesand disincentives, and farebox
recovery quotas. More informationabouteach contractingmodel canbefoundin Figure 3-7.

Figure3-7  Common Payment Structures in Transit Contracting

Typical Contractor Role Typical Agency Role Risk Implications
Net-Cost | Planand operate service; Oversee contractand Revenue risk assigned to
retain fare revenue provide fixed subsidy; cover | operator
operator revenue shortfalls

g | Gross- Operate service for a fixed Oversee contract, plan Public agency assumes
2 | Cost management fee and/or service, collect fare revenue | revenue risk
= variable fee on basis of
g service provided
GE; Quality- Similar to a gross-cost Oversee contract(including | Public agency assumes
& | Incentive | agreementbutwith financial | bonusand penalty revenue risk

bonuses for exceeding administration)

performance targets and/or

penaltes for

underperforming

Source: Transit Center and Eno Center for Transportation (2017), ABid for Better Transit: Improving service with contracted operations

8 Transit Center and Eno Center for Transportation (2017), A Bid for Better Transit: Inproving service with contracted
operations

http:/ /transitcenter.org/wp-content/uploads /2017 /10/TC-A-Bid-For-Better-Transit-Publication-20170925-Digital.pdf
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Transit Contracting Models in Practice

To better understandthe transitcontractingmodelsin practice, sevenagency contractswere
exploredthrough informational interviews and online research. These examplescover a range of
systemsizes, ratio of purchased service to internally-operated service, and contract models.
Details abouteach agency can befoundin Figure 3-8.

Figure3-8  Transit Agency Contract Structure

Percent Percent
. Urban Area Service : Contract | Operations
HEEIE] =OGENEN Population Demand PS&?{;Z%d Model Contractor
Response
: Colorado i 0 .
Mountain Metro Springs, CO 595,000 58% 78% Gross-Cost | RATP
King County Metro | Seatte, WA | 3,277,000 11% 14% Gross-Cost | First Transit
Santa Rosa CityBus (S:‘Zma Rosa, 315,000 30% 33% Gross-Cost | MV
. Petaluma, Quality-
Petaluma Transit CA 67,000 43% 100% Incentve MV
Gross-
Tulsa Transit Tulsa, OK 686,000 40% 47% Cost/Quality- | MV
Incentive
. Net- TransDev
NICE Bus CardenCiy, | 16 860,660 | 28% 100% CostiQuality- | (formerly
Incentve Veolia)
Santa ClaraVTA (S:in Jose, 1,766,650 35% 3% Gross-Cost | MV

Fare Revenue Management

Fare Revenue Collection and Tracking

Most agenciesfollowone of two methodsto collect cash faresfrom contractors. Larger agencies
will ty pically instruct contractorsto deductany fare revenue fromtheir monthly contract

pay ments, while smaller agencies receive cash deliveriesona regular (usually daily) basis. All of
the example agenciesacceptcash paymentonboard to preserve equitable access to transitfor
riders who are not able to buy ticketsin advance, usea credit cardto buytickets, or haveaccessto
asmartphone for mobile ticketing.

For transitagencies witha variety of fare payment methods managed by a contractor,
consolidated deductions may be a more efficient way to collect revenue and reduce the cost of fare
handlingontheside oftheagency. A key factor for efficientcollection and transferis clear
revenue tracking by the contractor, whichshould be overseen and verified by theagencyona
regularbasis.

Santa Rosa City Bus and Santa ClaraVTA bothreceive monthly invoicesthat trackexpected fare
revenue based onthe number of rides givenand the actualcashreceived. The agenciesuse this
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informationto track shortages andensure thatthe operatorsare properly collectingfares. This
process is toensurethe contractorshave a policy and practice of avoiding revenue losses.

Contractor Management

The nextstepforeffective fare revenue managementis a collaborative relationship with the
operator that involvesclear standardsand guidelines. Petaluma Transit, Nassau I nter County
Express Bus(NICEBus), and Tulsa Transit are three agencies that have clear standardsin their
paratransitcontractsfor fareboxrecovery:

= PetalumaT ransitusesCalifornia’s Transportation Development Act statewide
requirementofa minimum 15%/10% farebox recovery for fixed-route/paratransit service
as its standardforits contractor. The fareboxrecoveryratio is tracked by the agency and
isafactor in contractor evaluation. I n practice, the contractor doesnot have a difficult
time meetingthis requirementand the agency hasnothadto take direct action to enforce
the standard.®

= NICEBusinGarden City,NY hasthe closestcontractstructure to a net-costmodel ofall
the example agencies. Their operator directly manages, operates,and maintains Nassau
County’stransit systemandcanadjustroutes, modify services, and raise fares within
guidelines setby Nassau County. The farebox revenuesare owned by the County, who
penalizesandincentivizesthe contractor for differences fromannual projected revenue.
The contractor is responsible for payingup to 5%plus half ofany variance greater than
5%ofarevenueshortage. Theycanalsoreceiveasurplus ofup to5%plushalfofany
variance greater than 5% ofanything thatexceeds revenue projection. NICE Bus also
leaves roomfor financial renegotiationif revenue shortfallis more than 10%for two
guarters. Thisaspectoftheir contract resemblesa quality-incentive model.10

= TulsaTransitplacestheresponsibility of revenue collection and control solely on the
contractor. The contractoris responsible forany revenue lossesor shortages regardless of
cause.nt

Fare Collection across Fare Media

For agencieswith a variety of fare mediaoptions, fare ownership variesacross payment method.
For mostagencies withdigital payment technologies, that revenue is controlled directly by the
agency, eliminating the process of transferring revenue between parties.

» PetalumaT ransitoffers paper tickets througha ticket office and website, through
whichrevenueis handled by theagency. They arein the processof selecting a vendor for
mobile ticketing, which will be managed directly by the agency.

= SantaRosaCityBusownsall pre-paidfare media, includingmonthly passesand ticket
booksof10and40.

9 National Center for Transit Research (2012), Analysis of Transit Contracting Models and Proper Incentives for Long-
Term Success, https:/ /www.nctr.usf.edu/wp-content /uploads/2015/06/77952-Transit-Contracting-Models.pdf

10 Audit of Transdev’s Management of the NICE Bus System (2015),
https:/ /www.nassaucountyny.gov/DocumentCenter /View/11752

" Tulsa Transit, Request for Proposals 18-1815: ADA Paratransit, Fixed Route Flexible, and Other Optional
Transportation Services, http:/ /tulsatransit.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/RFP 18-1815-ADA-Paratransit-Fixed-
Route-Flexible-Service-2018.pdf
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= King County Metro Access offersmonthly passesfor paratransit-eligible riders
throughthe Puget Sound’s multiagency regional smartcard, ORCA, fromwhichthe
revenue fromthe passesis transferred to the agency. The pass is added to the passenger’s
Access account, whichis managed by the agency’s customer service contractor. Operators
can also accept mobile tickets through King County Metro’smobile ticketing platform,
TransitGo.KingCounty Metrois ina procurementprocess for a new contract, which
wouldrequire the contractor to implementand manage anonline payment system. Fare
revenue fromthis programwould be collected by the contractor and deducted fromthe
monthlyinvoice alongwith cashfaresreceived on-board.

Fare Policies and Short Fares

All example agencies had a fare policy in place that required full payment of the fixed-route or
paratransitfare uponboarding, whether through on-board payment or through a customer
account. Most ofthe agencieshad a practice of notfully enforcingtheir fare policy, particularly on
paratransit, dueto the inherentequity issues with low-income disabled riders and the
implications of denying a paratransitrideraride. Additionally, due to the lowfare recovery
potentialofa paratransitfare due tothe highcostof paratransit service, the agencies did not
prioritize the fares considering the potential riskinvolved.

= BothSantaRosaCityBusandPetalumaT ransitreportedthattheydo not have
significantenoughissueswith fixed-route and paratransit passengers not payingfaresto
reconsider their fare enforcement. Petalumadoesnot have itscontractors keep track of
who is shorting fares, nordo they have fareboxes thatkeep track of fare amounts.
Instead, they take notice of repeat offenders and will intervene ona case-by-case basis.

= King County Metro Access recently amended their fare policy to include a three-step
intervention plan for paratransitriders who regularly violate the fare policy. The
contractor keeps track of the payment amount for each scheduled ride, and short fares
are recorded on each passenger’saccount. Theagency hasa “no strand” policy so does not
encourage operators to deny ridesto those not paying the fullfare. Instead, theyare
focusingon educationrather than punishmentand have found thatonewarning in the
form ofaletter informingthe customer of the fare policy is enoughto change behavior.
Worst-case scenario is after two warnings, therider willbe suspended from reserving
ridesfora progressive length oftime based on the number of previous suspensions (never
greaterthan 30 days). More detailsabout King County Metro’s policy canbefoundin
Appendix A.22

Contractor Transitions

To ensurea smoothtransition between contractors, many of the example agencies hadfare
handlingpoliciesin place thatwould make it easy to transfer customer accountsand pre-paid fare
media. Fortheagencieswithclear standardsforfarecollection, suchas TulsaTransit,any
negative or positive balancesoncustomer accountswould be reconciled on a regular basisand the
agency could transfer customer accountsto an incomingcontractor in the case ofa transition. As
mentionedabove, mostofthe agenciescollected faresforall pre-paidfare media, whether
throughticketoffices and online platformsorthroughregular transfersofrevenue fromthe
contractor. Inthe case ofa contractor transition,any incoming contractor would accept the same

12 King County Metro (2018), Access Policy Manual: Fare Policy
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fare media. Forexample, ifa ticketbookis sold by a contractor in December, the agencywould
collectthatrevenue at theendofthe day orin the Decemberinvoice. In theeventofatransition
ofcontractors in January, the fares would be owned by the agency and the customer would be free
to use the remainder oftheir ticketbook.

Richmond GRTC recently transitioned between paratransit service contractors due to
unacceptable service. The agency ended their contractwith MV seven months pre-termand
transferred the contractto First Transit. The agency encouraged the new contractor to hire the
same drivers to encourage a smooth transition and save on training. Customersdidnot
experienceabreakin service, andall accounts were moved to newservice.3

Customer Accounts

A portion of the agencies accept pay ment through paratransit customer accounts, which allow
customers to pay off-board and reduce or eliminate cashfare handling by the contractor. In order
to avoid negative balancesonaccounts, the agencies require contractorsto use different levelsof
enforcementtoencourage ridersto pay fares:

» King County Metro Accessrecordsall customer fare paymentonthe customer
accounts, includingfare shortages and non-payments. Thisinformationis tracked but
customers are notdeniedrides because of pastfare transgressions. I nstead, a newpolicy
aims toeducate riders aboutfare paymentto avoid future shortfares.

= SantacClaraVTAaccepts allfare paymentthroughcustomeraccounts, whichcanbe
loadedin advance by creditcard or check. Theagency’s fare policy requires customers to
hav e sufficientfunds in theiraccountupon booking to make a trip reservation.
Insufficient fundsora negative balance will restrict the customer fromreservingatrip
until enough money is loaded onto the account.

To ensureaneasytransition of customer accounts in the eventofa contractor change, all
customers’ accountbalances should be reconciled betweenthe agency and contractor in the form
ofdaily paymentsormonthly invoices. The agency should own the value of the customer accounts
and oversee the contractor management of the accounts to ensure proper fare collectionand
policy enforcement.

13 GRTC to end contract with paratransit provider over ‘unacceptable’ service, April 5, 2017, Richmond Times-Dispatch,
http:/ /www.richmond.com /news /grtc-to-end-contract-with-paratransit-provider-over-unacce ptable -
service /article_64c00628-716f-5286-8032-6e11fa3 17a0bhitml
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FARE TECHNOLOGY ADOPTION

Mountain Metrois interested in pursuing newfare technologiesfor itsfixed-route and paratransit
services. Thissection provides guidance for adopting newfare technology and discussesthe
experience of other transitagencieswhentransitioning to new fare technologies.

Fare Technology Adoption in Practice

Mobileticketing is an emerging technology option thatis rapidly being adopted by transit
agencies ofallsizes. Mobile ticketing can make the experience of boarding and payingfor transit
seamlessandcanlowerthebarrierofentryfornew transitusers. Mountain Metro is interested in
pursuinga mobile ticketing platformfor its fixed-route and paratransitservices. A detailed memo
recommending requirementsforinclusion in an RFP fora mobile ticketing vendor for Mountain
Metroisincludedin the Appendix.

Agenciestypically take one of two approachesto adopting mobile ticketing platforms—as a pilot
programand/or through anofficial procurementprocess. To better understand fare technology
adoptionmodelsin practice, several agency approaches were explored through informational
interviewsand online research. Details abouteach agency canbe found in Figure 3-9.

Figure3-9  Transit Agency Fare Technology Adoption and Procurement Approach

Golden Empire Transit(GET) Bakersfield, CA Pilot Program Mobile Ticketing
Regional Transportation

Commission of Washoe County Reno, NV Pilot Program Mobile Ticketing
(RTCRide)

Phase 1: Mobile

ign- i Ticket
Champaign-UrbanaMass Transit Champaign-Urbana, IL | Pilot Program \cKeing

District (MTD) Phase 2: Bluetooth
Beacons
StarTran Lincoln, NE Pilot Program Mobile Ticketing
Big Blue Bus (BBB) Santa Monica, CA Elll:olgProgrammen Mobile Ticketing
. . Smartcard and Mobile
The Rapid Grand Rapids, Ml RFP Ticketing
. Smartcard and Mobile
King County Metro Seatte, WA RFP Ticketing

Pilot Program

Many comparable agenciesto Mountain Metro are currently offeringmobile ticketingthrough a
test orpilotprogram. This includes GET in Bakersfield, CA,one of Mountain Metro’speers from
the fare study. Otheragencies providing mobile ticketing through a pilotprograminclude RTC
Ride in Reno,NV,MTDin Champaign-Urbana, IL, StarTranin Lincoln, NE.

A pilotprogramallowsthe agency a chance to testthe marketfor mobile ticketingin their service
areaand the mobile ticketing vendor a chance to refine the product. Start-up mobile ticketing

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. | 3-16



FARESTUDY | FINALREPORT
Mountain Metropolitan Transit

companiessuchas Token Transitand HopThruoffer a productthatis ready to launchwithin
weeks, makingthemsuitable options fora pilot. At Big Blue Bus (BBB) in SantaMonica, CA,a
pilotprogramwith Token Transitwaslaunched withinfour weeks, includingall marketing,
training, and application customization.

The agreement signedfora pilotprogram can vary. BBBsigned an Evaluation Agreement for
mobile ticketingduringthe pilot. Another option is a Digital Pass Sales Outlet Agreementthat
authorizes the vendor to sell digital transittickets. This agreementis similar towhatwouldbe
signedwith a grocery store or other third-party ticketvendor.

The drawback of usinga pilotprogramis thatthe agency riskshavingto go throughtwo
procurement processes instead of one. Additionally, the agency cannotguarantee that the vendor
participatingin the pilotwillbe successful in the competitive bid.

= Champaign-Urbana MassTransitDistrict (MTD)in Champaign-Urbana, IL is
currently pilotingmobile ticketing using Token Transitas the vendor. They selected
Token Transit after talking with several vendorsat a transitfare conference. Theirgoals
for the programaretolead the way in technology use, eliminate paper transfers without
burdening customerswho cannotafforda pass, and to avoid costly capital investments.
One ofthe appealsto MTDof Token Transitis that there are no upfrontcosts associated
with adopting the platform, whichallowed MTDto launcha pilot programwithout
releasingan RFP. MTD s launching mobile ticketing in two phases, with two separate
contractswith Token Transit. MTD launched Phase 1 of the project, the mobile ticketing
app, in April 2018. InPhase 2, MTDwill implement Bluetooth beacons for tracking
origin-destinationdata; theywill notbe usingthe beacons for ticketvalidation.

Procurement Process

To hire amobileticketingvendor, Mountain Metro will need to go through the procurement
process. Some agencies who release an RFP for mobile ticketing have already conducted a pilot
study, while othersrelease the RFPin advance of adoptingany newtechnology. Insome cases, the
agencyreleases an RFPto conduct a pilotprogram.

= BigBlue Bus(BBB) in SantaMonica, CA completedayear-longpilotstudy priorto
releasingan RFP fora mobile ticketingvendor. The goal of the pilotwas to testthe
marketfor mobile ticketing and improve customer experience. Many of the terms of the
RFP wereinformed by the pilot program, including pre-validationfor special/discounted
passes, a way to offer promotional passoptions, requirementsfor seamless customer
service, and agency access to account management.

Twelvevendorsrespondedto the RFP, ranging from large companiesto individual

developers. Price proposals ranged from $125,000 for three years to $3.5 million. The
bidders andtheirrankingswereasfollows:

1. Token Transit 7. Moovel North America
2. Genfare 8. Americneagle.com

3. Tixora 9. ZedDigital

4. Masabi 10. Mobile Programming
5. Bytemark 11. DMI

6. Passport 12. DogtownMedia
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= BBB selected Token Transitbased onscoring and price proposal. The contractbetween
BBB and Token Transitis a two-year contractwitha one-year option. Because Token
Transitis a fast-growingstart-up company, BBB staff had some concernsthat the
company mightbeacquired mid-contract. BBBincluded language in their contract
regarding transferring of the account, protecting rights, and being informed should that
occur.

Transfer Policies

In general, newfaretechnology canbe adapted to meetthe fare structure ofanagency. The
simplerthefarestructure is, the lesscomplicated newtechnology can be.

The trendamongpeer agencieswho have adopted mobile ticketinghasbeen to phase outone-
time use paper orelectronic transfers and to replace themwith unlimited-ride hourly or day
passes.Oncearidervalidatestheirticketin theapp, the ticketis valid for theamount of time
specified by theagency.

= TheRapidin GrandRapids, Michigan is updatingtheir fare structure and transfer
policyin 2018. Theagencywill be rollingout botha smart card and mobile ticketing
optionapplication. Their previous transfer policy was similar to Mountain Metro’s:
transferswere valid for a two-hour timeframe and three different routes,and were not
validonthe same route they were purchased. Withthe rollout of two new payment
methods, paper transferswillbe eliminated with for cash-paying riders. I nstead, the
agencyis implementing a free 90-minute paper-free transfer time when eithera smart
cardormobileticketingare used.

Budgeting

Mobile ticketing vendors oftencharge the transitagency a setpercentage ofeachfare sold. Transit
agencyapproachesto howandwheretoaccountforthe percentage of farebox revenuesretained
by the vendor when putting together budgets and revenue projectionscan vary. Some agencies
have considered passingalongthe feetotheriderifthey buya ticketusingthe mobile ticketing
app. MTDis monitoringthe budgetimpactsofpaying10% offarebox revenuesto Token Transit
and will consider adjusting the faresfor Token Transit passesifit proves to have a significant
budgetimpact.

On the other hand, there wasconsensus that the transactional costs of mobile ticketing are likely
offset by other savingssuch asdwell time reduction, customer convenience, and the potential to
eventually transitionaway from paper transfers. BBB considersthe transactional coststo be offset
by savings in cash paymentreduction (andassociated dwell time operational savings)whichcan
be reinvested in other service. MTDrecognizesthatthereis overhead associated with selling cash
fares, includingstafftimeto stack and bundle dollar billsfrom the fareboxdump.

Transitioning to New Fare Media

New fare technology is rapidly beingadopted by transitagencies ofallsizes. Mountain Metrois
interested in understanding the transitionto mobile ticketing and/or smartcards. This section
provides lessonslearned from two citieswho have recently adopted newfare technologies.
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Case Study: RTC Ride (Reno, NV)

RTC Ride is the public transportationsystem for the greater Reno/Sparksregion of Nevada. In
2016, RTCRide began offering mobile ticketingfor fare payments. The agency wanted to expand
opportunities for customers to purchase and use fareswithoutadditional investmentin new
equipment. Additionally, RTC Ride seeksto implement fare cappingin the future, whichis
enabled by the newtechnology.

RTC Ride offered the following lessonslearned duringimplementation of mobile ticketing in
Reno/Sparks. On the agency side, they recommendworking closely with alltransit agency
departmentsearly duringthe implementation process, particularly finance, customer service, and
operators, to ensure a smooth transition to the newfare media. Uponimplementation, they have
experienced few incidents between operators and customers. Operatorswere told tobe more
lenientwiththe newtechnologyanderron theside of the customer, especially in the beginning.

On the customer side, the largest obstacle to implementation for many customers was
downloading the app. Although many people have smartphonesforinternetaccess, many have
not downloadedapps. RTCRide’s customer service hashelped people with this process. Finally,
RTC recommendsconsidering aninitial discount to attractriders and marketthe newoption.

Case Study: King County Metro (Seattle, WA)

King County Metro recently transitioned to smart cards and mobile ticketing on bothfixed-route
and paratransitservice. Fortheir paratransitservice, Access, customerscan add a monthly passto
theirparatransit accountfor off-board paymentand use mobile ticketson-board. ORCA smart
cards also have ane-purse functionthat allowscustomersto pay for fixed-routerides witha pre-
loadedaccountifthey areeligible paratransit riders. This functionis not available on paratransit
trips,dueto the costof putting proprietary ORCA cardreaderson all paratransitvans. Inorder
for customers to gain accessto ORCA passesand mobile ticketsat a discounted paratransit fare,
theireligibility status mustbe communicated betweenthe agency, the customer service
contractor, and the mobile ticketingservice.

Inthis case, King County Metro's fare technology formathaslimitationsin termsofhowandwho
can usethevariousfeatures. For otheragencieslookingto implement newfare technology, they
shouldstrive to keep the processas simple as possible for the benefit of both the agencyandits
customers. Thisincludesfocusingonlimiting the number of people needed to verify eligibility for
discountedratesandensuringall riders have access to the same payment options.

RETAIL VENDORS

A review of Mountain Metro’scurrent passand ticketbook distribution revealed that pass
distribution is complicated for customers due to inconsistent fare media availability. Transit
agencies oftenform formal partnerships with third-party retail vendors, such as grocery stores, to
provide convenientlocations forridersto purchase fares. There is an opportunity to formalize and
expandthird-party retail salesof Mountain Metro’s passes and ticketbooks in order to improve
the customer experience. Thissectiondiscusses Mountain Metro’sexisting vendor program,
presents a case study from California,and models for agreements with third-party vendors
includingrefundandexchange policies.
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Vendor Agreement Models

Agreementswith third-party vendorsare typically oneither a consignmentor paidin advance
basis.

= Consignment. Mostofthe timethe passes are managed ona consignment basis—if the
vendorsells it toa customer, they paytheagencyforit. Ifitis notsold theysimplyreturn
the (unsold) pass to the agency.

= Paidin advance.Someagencies sellfare products directly to the vendor, who then
resell themto customers. Oftenvendorsare providedwithadiscountforlarge purchases
to incentivize partnership.

Previously, Mountain Metro partnered with retail outletsona consignmentbasis. City policies
havesince changedto disallowconsignmentdue to challenges posed by the need for
reconciliationandinventory.

Mountain Metrocurrently partners withseveral retail outlets, including Safeway and King
Soopersgrocery stores, who pay in advance for fare products. Vendors areinvoiced atthe time
that passesaresold, and have 30 daysto pay the invoice. Cash refunds for unsold passes are not
offered, however, exchangesofone pass type foranother are allowed. Fare products available
throughtheseretailersinclude: single-ride tickets, 20-Ride Tickets, 31-Day Tickets, and Summer
Haul passes (seasonally). Because Mountain Metro does not have a formal contractor agreement
with vendors in place, the agency cannotdictate thetermsofhowpassesare sold to customersby
retailers.

Vendor Discounts

With the paidin advance model, vendors are often offered a discount for large purchases to
incentivize the partnershipwith the transit agency. Discountscan be offered at a flatrate—e.g.,
10%discountonallsales—oratiered rate based onthesize of the ticket order. Belowis a sample
discount table from Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) in Orange County,
California.

Figure3-10 OCTA Retail Vendor Discount Table

Order Amount | Discount

$1,000-$2,000 2%
$2,001-$3,000 3%
$3,001-$4,000 4%
$4,001 or more 5%

Source: OCTA Vendor and Distributor Program http:/Awww.octa.net/Bus/Fares-and-Passes/Vendor-and-Distributor-Program-Information/

OCTA stipulates thatwhenpasses are sold to the rider, they should be soldat the full price ofthe
pass, regardlessofthe discountreceived by the vendor.

OCTA also offersa flat 5% discountto qualified non-profitorganizations and social service
agencies, with nominimum purchase. Creating a discountprogram for eligible non-profitand
socialservice agencies (as wellas city departments) in Colorado Springswasrecommended as
partofthe 2012 Fare Study. The study recommended a flat discountof10%offthe full price of
tickets.
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Itisimportanttodistinguishbetweenthebulk sales oftransitpasses toa retailer or non-profit
agencyintendedforresaletotherider, and bulk passprograms withemployersandcolleges. For
more informationregarding bulk pass programs for employersandcolleges, see the BulkPass
Programs sectionofthischapter.

Return and Exchange Policies

Similarto Mountain Metro, most agencies do not provide refundson passes, butofferthe
opportunity to exchange pass products. OCTA’svendor guidelines stipulated that passexchanges
are consideredin cases when passeswere purchased more than 30 dayspriorand remainunsold.
Retailersmustalso havea provenability to sellthe requested pass types. The agency also allows
refunds, minus5%retailvalue, in the rare case thata pass seller’'s agreementis ended.

Vendor Agreements and Guidelines

Transitagencies canprovidevendorswitha Pass Sales Agreementand Program Guidelinesto
formalize the partnership. Thisgives the transitagency some say in howtheir passesare handled
and soldtoriders. As mobile ticketing becomes more widespread, agenciesare also adapting
theseagreementsinto a Mobile Pass Sales Agreement. Commontermsofa pass salesagreement
include:

= Termsandconditions: vendorsmustcomply with guidelines (see below),and
outlining responsibility for lost or stolen merchandise

= Independentcontractor: definingthe business relationship betweenvendorand
agency

=  Termination: howandwhenterminationmayoccur

= Program Guidelines: Detailed guidelinesforhowthe programis administered,
including:
— Eligibility and vendorapplication procedure
— Orderingprocedure
— Discounts, including expectationsforresaleat fullprice, ifrelevant
— Paymentterms,includingpoliciesforrefunds, returns, and exchanges

— Anoverviewofpasstypesandprices,including howto determine rider eligibility for
discounted passes
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) offerstwo programsfor third-party vendors: a
retail sales programanda social services buspass distributor program. OCTA requires interested
retailers and distributors to apply forandbeapprovedfor participationin the program. Their
pass programguidelines provide a helpful template for a potentialagreementwith vendors in
Colorado Springs,andis provided in Appendix B.
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4 Fare Scenarios

The purposeofthissection is to revisitthe key findings fromexisting conditionsand national best
practicesandintroduce a range of fare concepts for furtheranalysisand review. These scenarios
are preliminary; optionsin some scenarioscarriedthroughto be partofthefinal
recommendationswhile others did not.

Fare scenarios combine selectconcepts thatcanbe compared againstone another. Thischapter
describes six specific scenarios. Followingthe analysis of fare scenarios, two potential fare
structure recommendationwere developed based on results from the various conceptsdiscussed
in this chapter. Ridershipand revenue implications of the two potential fare structure
recommendationsare also available in thischapter. Chapter 5 provides additional detail about
fare structure and policy recommendations for Mountain Metro.

APPROACH AND ASSUMPTIONS

The fare modeldevelopedforthisproject is based on existing ridership and revenue data (FY
2016) and assumptions on average fare per passenger for eachfare product. This informationis
then usedas a baseline to understand order of magnitude changes to fare revenues andridership
asaresult ofpricing or structural changes.

Consumptionoftransit, like other goods and services, reactsto cost. Significant research over
time hasexaminedthe sensitivity oftransitridership to fareincreases. Intransit, the standard
measurementofsensitivity to fare changesmeansthatforevery 10%increase in fares, ridership
will decrease by 3% (andvice-versa).

Assuch, elasticity factorsare common in fare modeling, as they define the price sensitivity of
riderstofarechanges. An elastic factor suggestsa larger change in ridership relativeto a fare
change. Aninelastic factor suggestsa relatively smallchange in ridership relative to a fare change.
The model accountsfor threeelasticity factors4:

= Arelativelyinelastic factor (-0.33),whichis consistentwithindustry standardsfor
regularfares
= A*“reduced”elasticity factor (-0.21) to accountforobservations associated with student,
elderly,anddisabled patrons
Using these elasticity factors, ridership changes (ona fare product basis) are determined from the
proposed fareincrease or decrease. A newaverage fare foreachfare productis also calculated
from the percentage changein the fare product price. Finally, multiplyingthe new ridership
estimate by the new average fare producesa revenue estimate for that fare product.

14 Source: TCRP Report 95, Chapter 12, Transit Pricing and Fares.
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Itshould be cautioned thatany estimationmodel isanapproximationbasedonasetof
assumptionsandis highly dependentonaccurate datainputsto ensure quality outputs. Thefare
model bases ridershipand revenue changes strictly onprice variation. Qualitative factorssuchas
customer simplicity or other factors are not considered here, but are certainly factors in reality
that influence ridershipand revenue levels. Based onthe perceived simplicity gains, it is likely
that ridership benefits in eachalternative are understated. As a result, the findings from this
analysisare simply estimatesbut offera valuable meansto compare differentalternativesagainst
one another.

INITIAL FARE SCENARIOS

Six differentinitial scenariosforfare structure and pricingchangeswere developedto evaluate
potentialimpactsto Mountain Metroridershipand revenue. These fare scenariosare described
below.

= Scenariol: Eliminatefarefreefor ADAriders

= Scenario 2: Incentivize passproducts

= Scenario 3: Decrease base fareto $1.50

= Scenario4: Eliminate free transfers

= Scenario5:Increasebasefareto $2

= Scenario 6: Eliminate 20-ride pass and replace with 7-day pass

Scenario 1: Eliminate Fare Free for ADA Riders

This scenario evaluates the ridership and revenue impacts of eliminating the free fare optionon
fixed-route transitfor ADA-eligible passengers. A relatively small share of fixed-route passengers
are ADA-eligible passengers ridingfree. Chargingthese passengers $0.85 for fixed-route service
(equal to the special fare) results inanestimated 0.7%dropin ridershipanda2.5%increasein
farebox revenues.

A comparison of the existing fare structure and proposed fare structure for Scenario 1 is provided
in Figure4-1Figure5-1. Changes fromexistingare highlighted in bold text.

Figure4-1  ScenariolFare Structure

Existing Proposed

Fare Type Adult Special Adult Special
Single Ride $1.75 $0.85 $1.75 $0.85
Transfer Free Free
Day Pass $4.00 - $4.00
20 Ride Ticket $32.00 $16.00 $32.00 $16.00
31 Day Pass $63.00 - $63.00
Summer Haul Pass $25.00 $25.00
College Student Free w/ID Freew/ID
Metro Mohility Free $0.85
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Scenario 2: Incentivize Pass Products

The existingconditionsreview revealed that pass productsare not priced competitively. This
scenario seekstoincentivize ridersto purchase and use pass products through adjustmentsto
pass pricing. Under this scenario, the Day Passpriceis reduced to $3.50 (from $4.00), 20-Ride
ticket prices are reducedto $30 and $12 for adultand special (from $32 for adult and $16 for
special), and 31 Day passes are reduced to $55 (from $63). These changes produceda 1.0%gain in
ridership and 3.5%loss of farebox revenue.

A comparison of the existing fare structure and proposed fare structure for Scenario 2 are
providedin Figure 4-2.Changesfromexistingare highlightedin bold text.

Figure4-2  Scenario2 Fare Structure

Existing Proposed

Fare Type Adult Special Adult Adult
Single Ride $1.75 $0.85 $1.75 $0.85
Transfer Free Free
Day Pass $4.00 - $3.50
20 Ride Ticket $32.00 $16.00 $30.00 $15.00
31 Day Pass $63.00 - $55.00
Summer Haul Pass $25.00 $25.00
College Student Free w/ID Freew/ID
Metro Mobility Free Free
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Scenario 3: Decrease Base Fare to $1.50

This scenario evaluates the ridership and revenue impacts of reducingthe base fareto $1.50
(from $1.75) and special base fareto $0.75 (from $0.85). Pass pricesare likewise reduced—Day
Passto $3, 20 Rideticket to $25, Special 20 Ride ticketto $12,and 31 day passto $45. Decreasing
the basefareresultedin an estimated4.1%increase in ridershipand 15%drop in revenues.

A comparison of the existing fare structure and proposed fare structure for Scenario 3 are
providedin Figure 4-3.Changesfromexistingare highlighted in bold text.

Figure4-3  Scenario 3 Fare Structure

Existing Proposed

Fare Type Adult Special Adult Adult
Single Ride $1.75 $0.85 $1.50 $0.75
Transfer Free Free
Day Pass $4.00 - $3.00
20 Ride Ticket $32.00 $16.00 $25.00 $12.00
31 Day Pass $63.00 - $45.00
Summer Haul Pass $25.00 $25.00
College Student Freew/ID Freew/ID
Metro Mobility Free Free
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Scenario 4: Eliminate Free Transfers

This scenario evaluates the ridership and revenue impacts of eliminating free transferson fixed-
routeservices. Withouta free transfer option, cash-paying passengers who currently transferare
assumed to purchase a Day Pass. Eliminating free transferswould resultin anincrease in
revenuesofnearly 26%anda 2.5%decreasein ridership. It should be noted thatthis scenario
includesa liberal assumptionrelated to the number of passengers currently taking round-tripson
Mountain Metroservicels; as such, the revenue gains may be overstated.

A comparison of the existing fare structure and proposed fare structure for Scenario 4 are
providedin Figure 4-4.Changesfromexistingare highlightedin bold text.

Figure4-4  Scenario4 Fare Structure

Existing Proposed

Fare Type Special Adult Adult
Single Ride $1.75 $0.85 $1.75 $0.85
Transfer Free N/A
Day Pass $4.00 - $4.00
20 Ride Ticket $32.00 $16.00 $32.00 $16.00
31 Day Pass $63.00 - $63.00
Summer Haul Pass $25.00 $25.00
College Student Free w/ID Freew/ID
Metro Mobility Free Free

15 Actual round-trip data was not available from Mountain Metro’s most recent on-board survey
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Scenario 5: Increase Base Fare to $2

This scenario evaluates the ridership and revenue impacts ofincreasingthe base fare to $2 (from
$1.75) andspecial base fareto $1 (from $0.85). Passpricesare likewise increased—20Ride ticket
to $35, Special 20 Ride ticketto $17. The 31 Day passpriceis reducedto $60 andno changesare

made to the price ofthe Day Pass, to make these more competitive options withthe $2base fare.

Increasingthebasefareresultedinal.8%decreasein ridershipand5.4%increasein revenues.

A comparison of the existing fare structure and proposed fare structure for Scenario 5 are
providedin Figure4-5.Changes fromexisting are highlightedin bold text.

Figure4-5  Scenario5 Fare Structure

Existing Proposed

Fare Type Adult Special Adult Adult
Single Ride $1.75 $0.85 $2.00 $1.00
Transfer Free Free
Day Pass $4.00 - $4.00
20 Ride Ticket $32.00 $16.00 $35.00 $17.00
31Day Pass $63.00 - $60.00
Summer Haul Pass $25.00 $25.00
College Student Freew/ID Freew/ID
Metro Mobility Free Free
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Scenario 6: Eliminate 20 Ride Pass and Replace with 7 Day Pass

Finally, thisscenario evaluatestheridership and revenue impacts of replacing the 20-Ride pass
with a7 Day pass. Thenew7 Day pass is priced at$22 foradultand $11 for special. The potential
marketfora7 Day passwasestimated usingMountain Metro rider survey resultsfrom 2017.
Three potential user groupswere identified: 1) 20 Ride pass users who ride six or more daysper
week, round-trip; (2) cash-paying passengerswho ride six or more days per week, round-trip; and
(3) 1 Ride pass users who ride six or more days per week, round-trip. Eliminatingthe 20 Ride
passandreplacingit witha 7 Day pass resultedin alessthan 1%increasein ridership anda5.8%
decreasein revenue.

A comparison of the existing fare structure and proposed fare structure for Scenario 6 are
providedin Figure 4-6.Changesfromexistingare highlightedin bold text.

Figure4-6  Scenario6 Fare Structure

Proposed

Existing

Fare Type Adult Special Adult Adult
Single Ride $1.75 $0.85 $1.75 $0.85
Transfer Free Free
Day Pass $4.00 - $4.00
20 Ride Ticket $32.00 $16.00
7 Day Pass - - $22 $11
31Day Pass $63.00 - $63.00
Summer Haul Pass $25.00 $25.00
College Student Freew/ID Freew/ID
Metro Mobility Free Free
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Initial Fare Scenario Results

The relative ridershipand revenue changesforeach scenario are shownin Figure 4-7. Thefare
structureandresultingridershipand revenue impactsforeach scenario are describedin further

detailb

Figure 4-
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Scenario 1, which proposes charging Metro Mobility passengers the same discounted fare
as other Special fare riders, resulted in lessthan 1%ridership lossanda minimal increase
in fare revenues.

Scenario 2,whichreduced pricingonpassproductsto incentivize their use, resultsin a
moderate loss of revenuesandslight increase in ridership. Because the fare model does
notaccount for newriders who willbe attracted to the lower-priced passes, the ridership
increaseis likelyto be higherin thisscenario.

Scenario 3,which decreased the base farefrom $1.75 to $1.50and adjusted pass products
accordingly, resultedin the highest ridership gains and the biggest loss in fare revenues.

Scenario 4 eliminated free transfers, resultingin the highestfare revenue gain (25.9%
increase) butthe greatestnegative impactto ridership.

Scenario5 increasedthe base fare from$1.75to $2.00 andraised the price of 20-Ride
and 31-Day pass products. Thisscenario resultsina 2%ridershiploss and5.4%revenue
gain.

Finally, Scenario 6 evaluatesthe marketfora 7 -Day passin lieuofthe 20-Ride pass. This
changewouldresult ina minorincrease in ridershipand moderate lossoffare revenues.

7 Initial Fare Scenarios Ridership and Revenue % Change

B Ridership % Change B Farebox/Fee Revenue % Change

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5 Scenario 6

25.9%

-15.0%

¢ Howeve

r, as previously noted, these revenue gains may be somewhat overstated.
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INITIAL FARESTRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS

Based ontheresultsofinitial fare scenario analysis, two recommended fare scenarios were
developed—one thatmaintains the currentbase fare of $1.75,and another thatincreasesthe base
fare to $2. Thefarestructure and resulting ridershipand revenue impacts for each scenarioare
describedin further detail in thissection. Final proposed recommendations are available in
Chapter5.

Recommended Scenario: $2 Base Fare

Recommendations in thisscenario areto increase the base fare to $2 Adult/$1Special, adjust
pass pricingto make pass productsmore attractive, and create reduced price 1 Day passand 31
Day passoptions. Similar to Scenario 5, pricesare raised on several pass products; the 20 Ride
ticket is increased to $35 (from $32), the Special 20 Ride ticketis increased to $17 (from $16),
and the Summer HaulPassis increased to $30 (from $25). To make these optionsmore
attractive, the 31 Day pass priceis reducedto $60and no changes are made to the priceofthe
Day Pass. Additionally,a Special 1 Day pass is introduced for $2 and Special 31 Day passis
introduced for $30.

The Recommended Scenario with $2 base fare would resultin an estimated 1.7%drop in
ridership and 3.1%increase in revenues. However, ridership reductionsdueto price increases
may be overstated—pricingunlimited passes more attractively should lead to additional increased
ridership,whichis not reflected in the fare model.

A comparison of the existing fare structure and proposed fare structure for the Recommended
Scenariowith$2 Base Fareis providedin Figure 4-8. Changes fromexisting are highlightedin
bold text.

Figure4-8  Recommended Scenario - $2 BaseFare Structure

Existing Proposed

Fare Type Adult Special Adult Adult
Single Ride $1.75 $0.85 $2.00 $1.00
Transfer Three Free within Two Hoursin Valid for Two Hours in Any

One Direction Direction

Day Pass $4.00 - $4.00 $2.00
20 Ride Ticket $32.00 $16.00 $35.00 $17.00
31 Day Pass $63.00 - $60.00 $30.00
Summer Haul Pass $25.00 $30.00
College Student Free w/ID Freew/ID
Metro Mobility Free Free
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Recommended Scenario: $1.75 Base Fare

Recommendations in thisscenario are to adjust pass pricing to make pass products more
attractiveand create reduced price 1 Day passand 31 Day passoptions. I n thisscenario, the 31
Day passpriceis reducedto $55, andthe Day Pass priceis reduced to $3.50. Additionally,a
Special Day pass is introduced for $1.75and Special 31 Day passis introduced for $27. This
scenarioresultsina 0.8%increasein ridershipanda 4.5%lossofrevenue. However, pricing
unlimited passes more attractively should lead to additional increased ridership, whichis not
reflectedin the fare model.

A comparison of the existing fare structure and proposed fare structure for the Recommended
Scenariowith$1.75 Base Fareis providedin Figure 4-9. Changes fromexistingare highlighted in
bold text.

Figure4-9  Recommended Scenario - $1.75Base Fare Structure

Existing Proposed
Fare Type Adult Special Adult Adult

Single Ride $1.75 $0.85 $1.75 $0.85
Transfer Three Free within Two Hoursin Valid for Two Hours in Any

One Direction Direction
Day Pass $4.00 - $3.50 $1.75
20 Ride Ticket $32.00 $16.00 $32.00 $16.00
31 Day Pass $63.00 - $55.00 $27.00
Summer Haul Pass $25.00 $25.00
College Student Freew/ID Freew/ID
Metro Mobility Free Free

Initial Fare Structure Recommendations Results

The relativeridershipand revenue changesforeach of the recommended scenariosare shown in
Figure4-10.

Figure4-10 Recommended Fare Scenarios RidershipandRevenue % Change

B Ridership % Change B Farebox/Fee Revenue % Change

Recommended Scenario ($2) Recommended Scenario ($1.75)
4.0% - 3.1%
3.0% -
2.0% -
1.0% -
0.0% -
-1.0% -
-2.0% -
-3.0% -
-4.0% -
-5.0% -

0.8%

-1.7%
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Recommended Fare Scenario Benefits and Trade-offs

The recommended scenarioswouldboth help Mountain Metro achieve the goalsofthe fare study,
with some trade-offs. Mountain Metrostaff weighed the relative ridership and revenue impacts,
aswell as alignmentwith study goals, to determine the preferred scenario. Increasing the base
fare to $2would help reduce cash payments, speed up boardingtimes, and reduce administrative
costs ofcashhandling. However, peer research indicatesthat Mountain Metro’sbase fare of $1.75
iscomparable to peeragencies, including severalagencieswith higher levelsofservice (both
ridership and annual service hours). Asummary ofhowthe initial recommended scenarios
aligned withstudygoals is shown in Figure 4-11.

Figure4-11 Recommended Fare Scenarios and Study Goals

StudyGoals Reco mm&nzc'igg)s cenario Reco mm&nlc'i;eg)s cenario
Make fares less complicated o o
Improve fare structure and match to service
quality ®
Improve operations and speed up boarding ® ()
Ensure equitability o ()
Be conscious of low-income ridership o

Increase ridership and minimize lost revenue
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5 Recommendations

The final chapter culminates findings fromthe Fare Study to establisha setoffare policy, pricing,
and product recommendationsfor Mountain Metro. The following fare recommendations
incorporate resultsfrom reviewing national best practices, evaluation of fare scenarios,and
refining conceptswith Mountain Metro staff.

The recommendationsin this sectionare divided into three categories:
= Fare Structure andPolicy Recommendations: Recommendationsto specific fare

products offered to the riding public and pricingofthose products.

= Fare Policy Recommendations: Recommendationsrelate to internally adopted
policies or proceduresthat relate tofare collection, revised or new fare policiessuch as
bulk pass sales, eligibility,and use of pennies.

» Fare Technology Recommendations: Recommendationsrelate to specific fare
mediaofferedto theriding public.

Recommendations specific to fixed-route or paratransit service are provided for both categories.

FARE STRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS

Fixed-Route Fare Structure Recommendations

Implement Recommended Fare Structure

The recommended fare structure for fixed-route transitis provided in Figure 5-1. The
recommended fare structure takesinto account experience across the transitindustry, fare study
goals, aswell as fare pricingat peer agencies. Additionally, upcomingservice changes in Fall 2018
will enhance the existing transitnetwork, andthe fare structure should be adjusted accordingly.

The recommended fare structure incorporatesthe following:
= Increase theBaseFare and Special Faretoflat dollaramounts. The reducedfare
will be offered at halfthe costofthe regularcashfare.

= Decrease 31-Day Pass costto make this a more attractive optionand encourage use of
pass productsinstead of cash fares.

= Createnew Special 31-Day Passpricedat halfoftheregular 31-Day Pass cost.
= Createnew Special 1-Day Pass pricedat halfofthe regular 1-Day Passcost.

= Increase pricesfor the20-Ride Pass and Special 20-Ride Pass. The newpass
pricesmaintainthediscountat the currentlevel in conjunction with fixed-route base fare
priceincrease.

= Increase SummerHaul Passcostpricingin conjunctionwith fixed-route base fare
priceincrease. The new pass price maintains the discountat the currentlevel.

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. | 5-1



FARESTUDY | FINALREPORT
Mountain Metropolitan Transit

* Increase Metro Mobility-eligible fixed-route pricingto halfthe base fare for
fixed-routetrips.One PCA s still eligibleto ride for free whenaccompanying a Metro
Mobility-eligible rider.

Figure5-1  Recommended Fare Structure—Fixed-Route

Fare Category Existing Fare NIIEL)I( Ilggﬂgr/ Pr?:g?: e mﬁgﬁgg
Discount Discount

Fixed-Route
Single Ride Ticket $1.75 - $2.00
Special Single Ride Ticket $0.85 - $1.00
Day Pass $4.00 2.3 $4.00 2.0
Special Day Pass - - $2.00 2.0
20-Ride Ticket $32.00 9% $35.00 13%
Special 20-Ride Ticket $16.00 9% $17.00 13%
31-Day Ticket $63.00 36 $60.00 30
Special 31-Day Ticket - - $30.00 30
Summer Haul Pass $25.00 14.3 $30.00 15
Metro Mobility Certified Free - $1.00
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Metro Mobility Fare Structure Recommendations

Implement Recommended Fare Structure

The recommended fare structure for Metro Mobility paratransitserviceis providedin Figure 5-2.
The recommendationsincorporate the following:

* Increase Metro Mobility pricingto twice the base farefortrips withinthe ADA
servicearea. Thischangeis in conjunctionwiththe recommended fixed-route base fare
priceincrease.

= Eliminate Metro Mobility40-Ride Pass and considereliminating all paper
passesfor Metro Mobility. Mountain Metro is the onlyagency amongpeersto offera
40-Ride passfor demand response service. Itis recommended for Mountain Metro to
eliminate 40-trip passes. As Mountain Metro adopts new fare technologiesthat provide
account-based fare payment options, it is recommended that Mountain Metro consider
eliminatingall paper passesfor Metro Mobility.

Figure5-2  Recommended Future Fare Structure — Metro Mobility

Fare Category Existing Fare NIIEG( Ilgglr;gr/ Prc'):p;cr):ed &Lﬂﬁgﬁg(rj/
Discount Discount
Metro Mobility
Base Fare $3.50 - $4.00
10-In City Mobility Book $35.00 10 $40.00 10
40-In City Mobility Book $140.00 40

FARE POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Fixed-Route Policy Recommendations

Provide Two-Hour Transfer Window

The currenttransfer policy adds complexity and confusion for passengersanddrivers. Mountain
Metro operators noted that paper transfers are one of top causesof delay upon boarding. I tis
recommended that Mountain Metro change the transfer policy to provide a two-hour transfer
windowthat is valid in any direction. Free transfers withina two-hourwindowwould applytoall
riders including singleride, Day pass,and 20-Ride passholders. Mountain Metrowillneed to
work with Genfare to reprogram fareboxesto accommodate thischange for riders using magnetic
swipecards. This change will eliminate the “dip” requirement that currently causes o perational
challenges.

Prohibit Use of Pennies

Use of pennies for fare payment is a cause of delay and increased dwell time, as reported by
Mountain Metrooperators. As such, it is recommended that Mountain Metro implement a policy
to prohibittheuse of penniesforfare payment.
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Initiate Employer Bulk Pass Program

Mountain Metroshould continue to explore potential partnershipsrelated to bulk passprograms,
particularly for large employers in Colorado Springs. The benefitto majorinstitutions is thata
well-designed program provides a simple, packaged solutionto help solve transportation access
issuesto their organization.

Itis recommendedthatthe cost of a Mountain Metro’s bulk passprogrambebasedonthe
numberoftripstakenby passholders and the pre-determined cost pertrip. Bulk passagreements
shouldbe formalized witha contractto ensure that Mountain Metro is adequately reimbursedfor
ridership. At the sametime, the partner entity can be confidentthat they benefitfromthe
relationship through improved access to service for employees and discounted rates associated
with a pre-paidfare. Mountain Metroshould consider the followingin developing pricing
structures and contracts for bulk pass programs:

= Discounted per trip rates: Bulk pass programsalmostalwaysoffera discountedtrip
rate. Theamountofthe discountmustbalance the benefit ofa large, bulk purchase with
the actual costof providingtheservice.

= Actualtripstaken by bulk passholders: The number of tripstakentogether with
the fare determinesthe costofthe program, and thusagreement on howthe numberof
trips takenis measuredis critical. Depending onthe type of fare collection system used by
atransit agency, passusage may be easily measured atthe farebox. Inothercases, the
bulk pass program canmeasure trip levelsthrough surveys.

= Escalationrates:Bulk passprograms are nearly always effective in increasing transit
ridership. Consequently, program costscanincrease substantially after thefirst year.
Transitagencies and universities often negotiate escalation ratesto ensure programcost
increasesare manageable forend users, especially in the earlyyearsofthe program. Bulk
pass programswithexistinginstitutions suchas UCCS shouldbe revisedto allowfor
periodic adjustmentofpricingaccordingto changes in ridership, operating cost,and level
ofservice provided.

= Programmarketing: Forbulk pass programsto be successful,they mustbe
successfully marketed. Marketing should capitalize on the costbenefitsto ridersand the
environmental benefitsassociated with the programand should include information
about howtouse transitand/or other transportation programs.

Expand College Student Pass Program

Mountain Metrois already working to expand the college student pass programto include Pikes
Peak Community College. Itis further recommended that Mountain Metrodeterminea planfor
re-negotiatingcontractswith UCCS and Colorado College based onridership levels in the future.

Establish Pass Sales Agreement and Vendor Guidelines

Thereis an opportunity to formalize and expand third-party retail salesof Mountain Metro’s
passes and ticketbooks. Itis recommended that Mountain Metro establish a Pass Sales
Agreement to formalize the partnership between the agency and third-party retailers. The Pass
Sales Agreementshouldinclude Vendor Guidelinesthat provide detailed guidelinesfor how the
programis administered.

The followingguidelinesare provided for Mountain Metro’sconsideration:
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Orderingand Invoicing: Itis recommended that Mountain Metro maintainexisting
ordering and invoicing procedureswithvendors. Vendorsare invoiced at the time that
passes aresold,andhave 30 days to pay the invoice.

Discounts: Consider offeringa discount—either flator tiered—for large purchasesto
incentivize the partnership. Thediscountshould be based on what is financially feasible
for the agency. Commonly, retailers are given up to a 5%discount and social service
agencies aregivenuptoal0%discount on bulkpurchases. A tiered discountshouldalso
take into considerationthe size ofexistingordersfromretail vendors. Vendors should be
expectedtosellpassesandticketsat full price, regardless of the discount received.

Exchangeand Return Policy: Itis recommended that Mountain Metro maintain
existingreturnandexchange policies with vendors. Cash refunds for unsold passesare
not offered, however, exchangesofone passtype foranother are allowed. Exchanges
shouldbeallowed at face value of ticketsand passes, regardless of the discount received
atthe timeofpurchase.

Pass I nformation and Rider Eligibility: Itis recommended that Mountain Metro
provide vendorswith up-to-date pass type and price information, including detailed
instructionsfordetermining rider eligibility for Special Fare and other reduced-price fare
products.

Fixed-Route and Metro Mobility Policy Recommendations

Establish Guidelines for Fare Increases and Farebox Recovery

Severalfactorsneed to be considered whenraisingfares, ranging fromhowfaresare perceived by
the transit-riding public, whether theyare in line with peeragencies, towhatis the appropriate
ratio between passenger faresand operatingcosts. I n the future, Mountain Metro should consider
atransparentfareincrease policy that enablesmore regular fare increases to stay in line with
inflationand other revenue related trends.

The followingguidelinesare provided for Mountain Metro’sconsideration:

On asemi-annual basis, the average fare, subsidy per passenger,and farebox recovery
ratioshould be reviewed whendevelopingthe annualoperatingbudget. Ifallthreeratios
are decliningand costs to operate the service are increasing, consider a fare adjustment.

The local consumer price index should be monitored; ifincreasesare greater than5%in
any given year, consider increasing fares to keep pace withinflation.

Monitor andtrack useofallpassesandifthereis asignificantdropin sales withany fare
product, consider a fare adjustment for that product. Similar to underperforming routes,
underperforming fare products should be evaluated for adjustments or elimination.

For all future fare increases, passproducts prices should be roundedto the nearestdollar.
Single-ride prices and/or day passproductsshould be rounded to the nearest quarter.
Fuel pricesshould be consideredas partofa fare adjustment policy. However, giventhe
volatility in fuel prices, it may be difficultto use average costoffuel as a consistent
barometerfora fare increase policy.

Across-the-board fare increases are simple and transparent, but will oftencreate
disproportionate impacts. These typesoffare increases should be avoided unless
supported by evidence that the strategy meetsspecific goalsat the time of evaluation.
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= Premiumservices, orservicesthatoffer a competitive time or comfortadvantage over
vehicle ortransitalternatives should be priced ata higher level to differentiate the
product.

These guidelinesassume that service levels would remain constant. Fare increases paired with
service level increases may be warranted assuming supportexistsfor both. Fare increases paired
with service cutsshould be avoidedwhenpossible.

FARE TECHNOLOGY RECOMMENDATIONS

Fixed-Route and Metro Mobility Fare Technology
Recommendations

Implement Mobile Ticketing

Onboardsurvey resultsindicated that 54 % of existing Mountain Metro customerswouldusea
mobile ticketingoption. Additional research indicates Mountain Metro may be able to lower the
barrierofentryfornewridersby offeringa mobile tickingoption. It is recommended that
Mountain Metromove toward implementing mobile ticketing for fare paymentalongwithan
updated fare structure and service changes.

Anin-depthdiscussionofthe requirementsfora mobile ticketing platformthatmeetthe needsof
Mountain Metroandtheir customers is provided in the Appendix.

Figure5-3  Fare Media Portfolio Recommendation

Fare Media Current Portfolio Recommendation
|_ —
é‘%’j / Keep
Cash
_— Y e
Swipe Card
@3 ) Do not offer ridersa smart card programdue to
cost
Smart Card
Offer riders a mobile ticketing option due to user
i friendly and low cost options
Mobile Ticketing
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ALIGNMENT WITH FARE STUDY GOALS

Fare structure, policy,and technology recommendationsseekto align withthe goalsoutlined at
the beginningofthe fare study. Benefits of the recommendationsinclude bringing passdiscounts
morein linewith peersandindustry practices, speedingup boarding by incentivizing the use of
passes instead of cash, higher ridership, administrative costsavingsthrough reduced cash
handling, simplified fare structure, and ensuring fare equity among passengerswhile adding new
reduced pricingoptions. The following table summarizes the alignment of recommendationswith
fare study goalsand objectives.

Figure5-4  Recommended Fare Structureand Policy Alignmentwith Study Goals
Fare Study Goals Strategies MBS RIS
Results

Easier transfers with new transfer policy

Make fares less complicated Flat dollar amounts for base fare ®
Specialfare exists for every passtype

Improve fare structure and Moderate increase to base fare occursin

match to service quality conjunction with service increase ®
Mobile ticketing option with visual validation is

Recommend new fare recommended o

technologies Smartcard adoption is not recommended atthis
time dueto costs
Easier transfer policy (2-hour window) reduces

| i dspeed delays and minimizes confusion o

Mmprove operatons and spee Mobile tickeing option can speed up boarding

up boarding T _ _ i
Eliminating paymentwith pennies and creating flat
dollar fare will speed up cash payments at the door

Evaluats fare media and Better discounts on 1-Day and 31-Day passes will

incentivize pass usage over incenfivize bass Lsage ®

cash payments P g

Reduce potential for conflict at Easier transfer policy (2-hour window) reduces

the farebox potental for confiict ®

. Special fare exists for every passtype

Ensure equitability among P . y p ty'p .

passengers Specialfare and Metro Mobility-certified riders pay o
the same fare on fixed-route services

Be conscious of low-income Betier discounts on 1-Day and 31-Day passes can

ridership offset burden ofbase fare increase
Mobile ticketing option will help atract new riders

Increase ridership and minimize Eeluer discounts og 1-Day and 31-Day passes will o

lost revenue elp atract newriders . .
Recommended Scenario ($2.00) resultsin 3% fare
revenue increase and 1.7% decrease in ridership
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IMPLEMENTATION AND PHASING

Itisanticipated thatfare structure, policy,and technology recommendationswill be implemented
inthreephasesover the nexttwo years.

= Fall 2018. Mountain Metrois planning a service increase 0f11%in Fall 2018. Alongwith
these changes, Mountain Metro plansto implementthe following fare changes:

— Begincharging Metro Mobility-certified ridersa discounted fare onfixed-route
services

— Create Special 31-day pass

» Fall 2019. The second phase ofimplementation will beginin Spring2019. Mountain
Metro plans toimplementall remaining recommendationsat this time.
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Fare recommendationsfor Mountain Metro are comprised of organizational policies, fare
policies,and pricingadjustments. Phase 1 recommendations are largely comprised of policy
changes, while Phase 2 recommendationsconsider a fare structure to increase farebox recoveryin
keepingwithagencygoalsand peers. Figure 5-5 providesa summary of recommendations
developed as part of the Mountain Metro fare study.

Figure5-5  Fare Recommendations Summary

Fare Recommendations

Fixed-Route Recommendations

= |mplement Recommended Fare Structure. The recommendedfare structure
incorporates the following:

— Increase the Base Fare and Special Fare to flat dollar amounts
— Decrease 31-Day Pass cost

— Create new Special 31-Day Pass

— Create new Special 1-Day Pass

— Increase prices for the 20-Ride Pass and Special 20-Ride Pass
— Increase Summer Haul Pass cost

— Increase Metro Mobility-eligible fixed-route pricing to half the base fare for fixed-
route trips. One PCA s siill eligible to ride for free when accompanying a Metro
Mobility-eligible rider

Fare Structure
Recommendations

Metro Mobility Recommendations

» Implement Recommended Fare Structure. The recommended fare structure
incorporates the following:

— Increase Metro Mobility pricing to twice the base fare

— Eliminate Metro Mobility 40-Ride Pass and consider eliminating all paper passes
for Metro Mobility

Fixed-Route Recommendations

= Provide Two-Hour Transfer Window

= Prohibit Use of Pennies

= Iniiate Employer Bulk Pass Program

. . = Expand College StudentPass Program

Fare Policy Recommendations | _ Establish Pass Sales Agreementand Vendor Guidelines
Fixed-Route and Metro Mobility Recommendations

= Establish Guidelines for Fare Increases and Farebox Recovery

Fixed-Route and Metro Mobility Recommendations
Fare Technology = |mplement Mobile Ticketing
Recommendations — Visual validation
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